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T OF PeNKSYLVANIA, TO WIT. 

Be it remembered^ that on the twenty-sixth day oi' 
December, in the thirty-fifth year of the Indepen- 
\ dence of the United States of America, A* d. 18 10, 
Joseph R. Hopkins, of the said district, hath deposited 
in this office, the title of a book, the right whereof he 
claims as author, in the following words, to wit : 

** Report of the case of Trespass & Assault and Battery ; 
" wherein John Evans was Plaintiif, and Ellis Yarnal, Richard 
^' Humphreys, Jonathan Willis, Thomas Savary, Isaac Par- 
«* ish, Caleb Carmalt, Benjamin Kite, John James, David Ba- 
" con, Abraham Leddon, John Elliott, Hannah Clark, Ro- 
« bert Haydock & Susanna his wife, and Caleb Pearce & 
*< Jane his wife, were defendants. Including an interesting 
<< and important discussion respecting the Discipline of the 
" religious Society of Friends ; and containing the valuable 
^< Speeches of the counsel, revised from the short-hand notes 
« of T. Lloyd. Tried at a Court of Nisi Prius, for the City 
<< and County of Philadelphia, before the hon, H. H. Brack* 
<< EN RIDGE, one of the associate Jusdces of the Supreme 
« Court of Pennsylvania, and a Special Jury. In which case, 
<< Messrs. Condy, Levy, Ingersol, and Tilghman, were of 
« counsel for the Plaintiff, and Hallowell, Rawle, and Lewis, 
« were of counsel for the defendants. By JOSEPH R. 
<« HOPKINS." 

In conformity lo the Act of Congress of the United States, 
intitled " an Act for the encouragement of learning, by securing 
the copies of maps, charts, and books, to the authors and pro- 
prietors of such copies, during the times therein mentioned, 
and also to the act entitled " An Act supplementary to an Act, 
entitled, " An Act for the encouragement of learning, by se- 
curing the copies of maps, charts, and books, to the authors and 
proprietors of such copies, during the time therein mentioned,'* 
and extending the benefit thereof to the arts of designing, en^ 
craving, and etching, historical and other prints." 

D. CALDWELL, 
Clerk of the District of Pennsylvania. 
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HAVING heard much respecting the Case 
herein Reported, previous to its trial, and (with a 
view to satisfy my own mind upon matters connect- 
ed therewith) having carefulljr noted the proceed- 
ings ; and believing it a case involving the interests 
of all religious bodies, and especial connected with 
the welfare of the respectable Society of Friends ; 
some of whose male andjemale members were more 
immediate \ concerned in its result ; I am induced 
to present it to the public, as well from a conviction 
of its importance, as also to afford an opportunity of 
judging correctly upon the subjects connected 
therewith, it being a case in which many serious 
points are considered, some new principles ably dis- 
cussed, and which from its noveltv cannot fail to be 
interesting. 

For the Speech of Mr. Lewis, I am indebted 
to a literary friend, whose assistance, on this and 
other occasions, I am proud to acknowledge. Those 
of Messrs. Levy, Rawle, and Ingersoll, have been 
revised from the manuscript of the Stenographer, 
and the evidence I have collected from a review of 
the notes of all the counsel : thus [ have endeavour- 
ed to make a full and impartial Report of this very 
singular trial : If I have succeeded in that^ my ob- 
ject is gained. 

J. R« Hf 

Dec. 17, 1810. 




REPORT 



OF THE 



CASE OF JOHN EVANS, 



ADAINST 



ELLIS YARNALL, AND OTHERS,- 



November 20M, 1810; 10 o^Clocky Court opened^ 

Counsel for the defendant suggest, death of Da* 
lid Baconj Abraham Leddon^ and John EUiot three 
of the defendants in the cause. 

The Jury being called, the following persons 
appeared and were impannelled. 

1 John Rugan, 7 Joseph Spencer, 

2 Daniel Shute, 8 WilliamMurdock, 
S John L. Clarke, 9 James Ker, 

4 John Uhler, 10 Francis Engle, 

5 Robert Ritchie, 11 John Scoby, 

6 Samuel Fulton, .12 Thomas Mason. 

Mr. Condy, on behalf of the plaintiff, rose and 
opened his ease as follows : 

May it please the Court ; 

Gentlemen of the Jury. This is an action of 
trespass brought by the plaintiff against the defen- 
dants, for forcibly entering his house, and commit- 
ting an assault and battery on his person. It is right, 
however, to mention, that these injuries are not the;i 
substantial causes of this suit-^-it is the principle 
on which they originate, that renders this case of 
the Aitmost importance. It may perhaps appear 
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strange to those who arc unacquainted with tech- 
nical proceedings, that the wrongs complained of 
should be the principal grounds of the controversy : 
this, however, is familiar to Lawyers. 

Thus a suit brought by the father for de- 
bauching hjs daughter, is founded on the fact of 
her living in his service ; slight evidence of ser- 
vice will sustain the action ; the mere sweeping a 
room has been held sufficient ; and in this way 
compensation is obtained for the distress and 
wounded feelings of the parent. 

In this case the civil and religious rights of the 
plaintiff are involved ; in his behalf we complain 
of religious oppression by a highly respectable 
body : wbp, under the cloak of their discipline^ 
have committed injuries for which we shall con- 
tend they are answerable here. No man in Penn^ 
eylvania is bound to support any religiou& esta^ 
blihhment, or to adopt any religious opinions against 
his consent, or to adhere to those he has adopted^ 
if his judgment shall lead him to change them* 

The errors of good and respectably y people ar^ 
the most dangerous to societ)^ • The Kal of pa^o- 
selyting has brought many a man to the block an4 
to the stake. Of this religious z^al th^ plaintiff 
complains, and now calls upon ypu to set s( mark 
of disapprobatipn ypon it, by ^ verdict and <iama.^ 
ges in his favor. 

John Evans and his rvife had lived together in 
much harmony and free communication of qpiniot>^ 
and he having been much importuned and worried 
by the friends relative to a certain complaint made 
by John Field to the overseers of the m^^ting 
against him ; they upon consultation together, de? 
termined to renounce their right of membership in 
the Society of Friends. And it will appear that they 
accordingly sent their formal resignation to the 
•meeting ; that after a considerable time the society 
accepted his but not her resignation ; that they en- 
deavoured to separate her in religious opinions frgm 
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lier KtiiibaM, arid to a certain cktint cflTeci a bWacR 
between them. 

I will now call your attention to the particulars 
6f this controversy, by which it will appear, that 
is early as the year 1799, John Field and Son had 
mad6 certain assignments of part of their landed 
jifoperty to John Evans j (who was a creditor to a 
l^rge amount) Philip JVicklin^ Robert Smith, and 
7homas Clifford^ for the benefit of their creditors. 
John Field however retained all the papers relat- 
ing to the assignment in his own possession, and 
although by th^ plaintiff, as the authorized agent of 
tfic assignees, repeatedly required to deliver theni 
"Spy that a disposal of the property might be madel 
for the benefit of his creditors, he steadily refused, 
a(Khough John Evans^ at the commencement of his 
tffisfbrttmes, had frequently befriended him and his 
atth, by interceding with, and procuring indul- 
gence for them, from their creditors. 

We state only the outlines ; if the adverse parties 
wish to go further, we pledge ourselves to go into 
it to the very extent. 

• Some of the assignees aippointed John Field 
iigent for them in the management of the estate as- 
signed; but disputes and difierences arising between 
fte trustees and John Fields it finally ended in a re- 
Yocation by them of his powers. 

In the month of Jprtl 1806, tlvp other trustees 
called on John Evans y and consulted with him on 
Ae subject, and finally wrote a letter to John Field 
demanding all the papers relating to the land assign- 
ed to them, and directing them to be delivered to 
,^A« Evans. This letter was delivered to Mr. 
Fteldj but its contents were never complied with. 

In the year 1802, John Evans purchased of John 
Field and «Son, a house and lot in Frankfort^ (Ken- 
tucky J for three thousand dollars, and received a 
deed for it ; but on writhig to his agent he found 
that at the time of sale and two years previous, it 
had been in litigation in the Court 9f Chancery, a 



circumstance which had never been communicated 
to the plaintiff. 

The clerk of the plaintiff frequently called on 
Mr. Fields witli letters requesting documents and 
information necessary to defend the claim for the 
Frankfort estate, but without success. All sa- 
tisfaction it seems was withheld. — In this way 
much time elapsed, and finally, John Field com- 
plained to the overseers of the society of Friends 
against John Evans. 

Jonathan JFilHsj as an Overseer, called on John 
Evans on the business, and Mr. Evans supposing 
the offence to be the writing of a letter to John Ba^ 
ker^ Esq. in which he had requested documents 
from him as assignee of John Fields under the 
bankrupt law, to enable him to defend the claim 
for the Frankfbrt estate, informed him of the treat- 
ment he had received from John Field, aod handed 
him the letter. 

This letter Jonathan WWks had for sevend 
weeks, and returned it without any objections. 

It was afterwards understood that the complaint 
was not on account of the letter, but for not ap- 
pointing John Field his agent. 

In July^ 1806, a considerable time after this, 
Isaac Parish and Richard HumphreySy called on the 
plaintiff at his store ; conversed on John Field^s bu- 
fiiness, but said they caine as friends to both, and 
not as Overseers. 

On the 22d July, 1806, Caleb Carmalt, called on 
-John Evansj and informed that a complaint, lodged 
' by John Field against him*, would be taken to the 
Preparative Meeting in two days. Upon which 
John Evans requested of Caleb Carmalt, as an Over- 
seer, the name of the accuser, the accusation 
in writing, and the book of discipline, to kriow in 
what he had transgressed. He also requested an 
opportunity of a conversation with the Overseers in 
c^>nnpany with Samuel P. Griffiths, David Bacon , 
Thomas Harrison^ and Thomas Parker y previous 
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to the complaint*s going forward to the meeting- 
All which Caleb Cartnalt refused. 

Those gentlemen, however, on the 23d of Juli/f. 
1806, met at the house of the plaintiff, who fur- 
nished them witha number of documents, relating 
to the business of John Fields They were then de- 
3ired by John Evans j to call on the overseers and 
request an opportunity for him to converse with 
them on the business in their company. In the af- 
ternoon of the same day, Samuel F. Griffiths in- 
formed John Evans, that he and the others had 
waited on the Overseers, and thoygh they would 
not give them an opportufuty with them, yet the 
business was wholly dropped, and he might make 
himself easy on the occasion ; and it appears that 
Ae overseers did not lay the complaint before the 
tiext Preparative Meeting held on the 24th, as they 
Jirst infbrmed they would. 

John Evans now concluded that the business was 
at an end, and took no further steps. But without 
any further interview with Mr. Evans, the com* 
'pkint was carried forward to the Preparative 
Meeting the succeeding month, to wit ; on the 28th 
ef August 1806. 

On the evening of the 28th of August, 1806, 
John Evans was informed that the Overseers had a 
meeting in the aftemocHi ; and agreed to take the 
complaint of John Field against him to the Prepa- 
rative Meeting the next day. 

Upon receiving this information, John Evans 
called on Samuel P. Griffiths and stated it to him. 
He said he did not believe it, but would see the 
Overseers ; the same evening he called on John 
Evans Sind informed that the Overseers told him it 
was to be taken forward the next day. 

Finding his health affected, and worried as he 
had been on the subject of John Field, the plaintiff, 
and his wife in consideration of the treatment he 
had received, and his inability further to contend 
with Fieldy on the evening of the 27th of August^ 
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wrote a t^feigiiation of their ri^ht' of nfttmberihipj 
which was handed to John Biddk^ clerk of the 
IMonthly Meeting, accompanied with a desife that 
it might be accepted. 

Froiri this moment they ceased to be members 
of the society of Friends, Jtftd we say the meeting 
had no longer any jurisdiction whatever over them. 

On the 28th of August, 1806, a Preparative 
Meeting was held, arid on that day the complaifrf 
of John Field was there introduced by the Over- 
^ers. 

On the 29th of ^i^g-w^^, 1806, being the day of 
their Monthly Meeting, John Evani wroJe to the 
clerk stating his reasons for relinquishing iriember-^ 
ship with the Soeiety ; which writing was deKver- 
ed to the clerk then sitting in the meeting. But nei- 
ther that nor the letter of resignation were read, 
nor wais the meeting ever informed of its- contents ; 
but it was rf^erred to a committee of oblivion, ^vho 
were verbally appointed by the meeting, and who 
kept the papers in their possession several months, 
without communicating any thing to the meeting, 
and at last handed in the letter of resignation, 
which alone was read and not the paper contriining 
the plaintifTs reasons. Of this the plaintiff com- 
plained. 

On the 24th of September y 1806, Abraham Led- 
don and John Folwell, two members oi' the Pre- 
parative Meeting, desired John Ev(ms to com- 
mit his ideas on the subject to wcitiiig, which he 
did and delivered to them. 

A Preparative Meeting was held on the 25th of 
September^ 18')6, and on the 1st oi January^ 1807, 
Samuel P. Griffiths informed John Evans, that the 
Overseers and committee were to meet the next day, 
and desired him to attend ; this however he declin- 
ed on account of lii health. 

On the 30th of January, 1807, John Evans wrote 
to John Biddle, desiring him to bring forward his 

ignation to the Monthly Meeting. 
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. On the 26th of February^ 1807, Barbara Evang 
wrote Hannah £Uioty the clerk of ti«e Womens Meet- 
ing, desiring the immediate acceptance of her re- 
signation, and at the same time declaring that she 
would not see any commhtee from the meeting oa 
the subject. 

On the 27th of February, 1807, the resignation 
of John Evans was accepted by the Mens Monthly 
Meeting, but no mention was at tliat time made 
of his wife. 

After these two letters all the authority of the 
meeting and its committee was at an end ; they 
had notice not to interfere ; they were warned to 
meddle no more with Mr. and Mrs. Evans. \ei it 
will appear that on the 19th of May^ 1807, Hannah 
Clark J Susan Hay dock, and Jane Pearce, a com- 
mittee from the Womens Monthly M<feeting, called 
at John Evanses House ; who asked them if they 
eame in a committee capacity, they said they did ; 
John Evans then told them, he would not admit 
them into his house, and that his wife would see 
no person appointed by the meeting to wait on her. 

This appears from the deposition of John Shep- 
herd, taken October 1, 1808, which he read. 



In the Supreraef 
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John Evans, 

V, 

Ellis Yamall, Richard Humphreys, Jona- 
than Willis, Thomas Savery, Isaac 
Palish, Caleb Carmalt, Benjamin Kite, ^ Couitof 
John Jame^, David Baco»i, Abraham j .Pennsylvania. 
Leddon, John Elliot, Hunnah Clark, I 
Robert Haydock, and Susannah his I 
wife, Caleb Pearce, and Jane his wife.J ' 

y$hn Shephard, a witness, produced on the part of the 
plaintiiF in the above cause, being duly affirmed, doth de- 
clare and say, that on or about thflfwneteenth day of May^ 
m the year 1807, this affirmant being m <he entry oijohn 
Evanses house, and the said John Evans then standing at 
the door, Hannah Chrk^ Susan Haydock and Jane Pearce, 
came up to the door. The last mentioned woman, on' her 
oame being a$ked by John Eva^is, when in the parlour, ac- 
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knowledged her name to be Jane Peafee^ wife of Caldt 
Pearce^ and one of the Overseers of the Quaker Monthly 
Meeting. The two first mentioned women, this affirmant 
did not at that time know ; but has since been informed of 
their names as above mentioned ; and verily believes his in- 
formation to be correct. One of them then asked the said 
John Evans^ if his wife, Barbara Evansj was in ; jfohn 
Evans informed them that she was, but she was not well, 
and was lying down. They said they had called to see her. 
yolin^Et>ans then enquired of them, if they came in a com* 
mittee capacity from the Monthly Meeting of Quakers ? they 
answered him that they did. John Evans then told them, 
that he would not admit them in his house ; and that his 
wife would not see any person who was appointed by the 
meeting to wait on her, as she had sent in her resignation 
of membership, long before ; and that she had also informed 
the meeting, by note afterwards, that she would not see 
any person on that account. After this Hannah Clark stept 
up and put her hand or hands on the breast of yohn EvanSy 
^parent Jy with an intention to force her way into his house* 
Tnen John Evans put his hand on her breasft, and prevent* 
ed her entering for a time. Jane Pearce^ who was appa- 
rently much darmed at the assault, was returning towards 
Che'snut-street, but was called back by Susan HaydockyWho 
was along side of John Evans. John Evans then retired 
into the entry, and they all followed him in. John Evans 
then informed them of the cruel and umust treatment he 
had , himself, received from the Quaker Society ; but they, 
not satisfied with that, endeavoured to alienate uie aifections 
of his wife from him, and had used those means to endea- 
vour to effect it, by many of them calling on her ; that they 
bad acted to her improperly and unjustly in exposing her 
name repeatedly as an offender on the minutes of their 
Monthly Meetings ; and to encrease the cruelty of their ac- 
tions, it was when he was in a poor state of health, occa- 
sioned in a great measure by their unjust conduct towards 
him. He also said that as some of them had come a dis- 
tance, the laws of civility claimed his asking them to walk 
in the parlour and rest themselves^ which they did. At 
same time John Evans requested this affirmant, and John 
E. Redman^ to come into the parlour as witnesses to what 
he should further communicate to them, which they ac- 
cordingly did. John Evans then told them, the said Han- 
nah Clarky Susan Haydock^ and Jane Pearce^ the impro- 
priety of their doming when they knew he had mentioned 
to a number of friends of the Quaker Society, that he 
^puld not fidmit any person to come from the meeting, ^ 
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endeaoour to aAenate his wtfe^s affections from him. He tHen 
again repeated what he had before mentioned to them iu 
the eiitry^ and entered into a fall discussion of all the vari- 
ous circumstances attending the business from the origin of 
it, including the cruel and unjust treatment of the Overseers, 
in their refusiiig him an opportunity to state to them in com- 
pany with other friends, die facts attending the business of 
their refusing him the name of the accuser,-~the accusation 
against him, and the book of discipline, and of their having 
dismissed the case and finally setded it, but which they again 
resumed contrary to their positive declarations to a number. 
of Friends, and brought it before the Meeting without his 
knowledge or the knowledge of those friends, or any conver- 
sation with hina or them on the subject, together with many 
other circumstances and particulars which this affirmant does 
not now recollect. 

About the close of the conversation Barbara Evans enter- 
ed the parlour, being called by one the maids without the 
knowledge oJ[ her husband, when she addressed tlfc three 
women thus : that she was much surprised to find'they had 
waited on her, and that she had hoped some friend of under- 
standing in the meeting, would have preveovfcd it ;^at as she 
had sent in her resignation ^ome time, ay||^hi)fl since inform- 
ed the meeting by a note, she would not sc% anjf person from 
them on the subject, their coming under such circumstances, 
was very improper, she also told them how unjust and cruel 
they had behavedbn this case ; — that diey had not taken up 
her resignation m proper time, though they had nothing 
against her, but let it lay meeting after meeting, which she 
considered cruel in the extreme, and not only that, but tht 
unjust treatment her husband had received, induced her to 
resign her right of membership. 

John Evans after this, forbade thqm ever entering his house 
again ; or any other person coming in their capacity, and 
desired them to inform the meeting of the same, and that he 
considered it an attempt by the meeting, through them, to 
alienate his wife's affections from him in his ill state of 
health, which he considered highly reprehensible, and he also 
informed he would sue them for the Assault and Battery 
committed on%im. 

The women did not make much reply to what y. Evans said^ 
except Hannah Clark^ who appeared to have principally the 
communication, and who appeared full of religious conse- 
quence, and in a kind of preaching tone, she hoped as ^ohn 
Evans and his wife had seen thibgs in a better light, they 
might again see them as formerly. In the coiise of the con- 
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versation Hannah Clark twice interrogated Jm £tran«, whether 
he kntw who she was. He replied that he knew her, that 
she Wiis the daughter of a worthy man Joseph Richardson^ 
whosi. miimory to him was like sweet smelling ointment. 

The deponent being cross-examined, saith, that he went 
apprentice to John Evans ^ the plaintiff, in the month of Au* 
gust or September 1791, at the time he was in partnership 
with John ElmsUe^ jun. and remained with him as an ap- 
prentice 'till the year 1796, when his term of apprenticeship 
expired ; — ^that he has lived in his family, ever since, except 
during his absence from the country, hiving been several 
voyages to sea as supercargo, in which. voyages John Evans 
was partly concerned, buc he always when on shore, made 
his home at John Evanses house. He does not know whe- 
ther he will charge him for his board or not, but do^s not ex- 
pect he will ; when he first went apprentice to him this depo- 
nent was about sixteen years of age. When the three women 
above mentioned first came up, he was within a yard or two 
from j^hn Evans^ he judges that it was Hannah Clark^s in- 
tention to force her way mto the house froJfc the circum- 
stance of her putting her hand on his breast, — he does not 
recollect 'i^ny expression she made use of at that time, — ^he 
cannot say GliCt.||^ared angry, when sh^ put her hand oi^ 
him, or that theiie was any thing like anger in her tone or 
manner, she said she would be glad to see his wife Barbara 
EvanSy — he did not observe that John Evans talked louder 
than usual, neither of the other two wom^attempted to lay 
hands on him ; to every thing that jfohrPSvans said in the 
parlour, the women made litde or no reply, except Hannah 
Clark; he cannot recollect that any thing was said by either of 
the women that had a tendency to alienate his wife's affec- 
tions from him ; but he conceives their coming there in that 
way had that tendency, jfohji EvanSy when in the parlour, 
said to them he esteemed them as citizens, and that as such, 
any thing in his house would not be too good for them ; but 
that he did not wish to see them in any capacity from the 
Meeting, and if they came there again in that capacity, their 
sex should not protect them. When the women first came 
up they halted on the pavement, and there asked jfohn Evans 
if his wife was at home, and were answeredjyes ; that she 
was up stairs unwell, or lying down ; he asked what they 
wanted with her ; they said they wished to see her ; they thea 
came upon the step outside of the door^; Hannah Clark at the 
same time putting her hand on J. E^s hreastt — it was her 
open hand. — He cannot 'say wlv^ther it was in an ^asy man- 
ner or with force and violence,— -this was all the assault he 



a»w committed by any of the women.— jl^oAn Evans did not 
endeavour to prevent her entering in any other manner than 
by putting his hand on her as above mentioned. One of the 
women Aen appeared to be alarmed, and was retiring ; he 
iannot say that either of the women appeared angry or en- 
raged^ that any angry or loud language was made use of by 
any of them : it appeared to this deponent, that they got into- 
Ae entry in consequence of John Evanses retiring. John 
Evans generally speaks loud, so that they who are not ac- 
quainted with him, might snppose him to be angry when he 
is not. In this conversation he did not observe that he spoke 
louder than usual. The conversation of John Evans to the 
three women in the parlour, as detailed in his deposition, is 
principall}^ taken from a memorandum made by \iim four or 
five months after it happened* 

Affirmed before me^ October the llth^ 1808. \ 
Michael Keppele, Alderman. J 

The deponentbeing re-examined on the part of the pjain- 
tiff saith, that John Evans previous to Hannah Cla'ri ^putting 
her hand on J. Evans* s breast, forbade thenqucdbiShj^n when 
they were ^n the jiavemeijt ; as'to the papMbiars of the 
conversation of John Evans in the parlour, he speaks from 
memory, aided by the memorandum. 

John Shepard. 

Agreed to be reaa in evidence in case of the witness's 
death, absence from the state, or inability to attend the trial, 
saving all legal exceptions. 

John Hallowell, At'y for Defendant. 

October 11th, 1808. 

By this deposition you perceive that they were 
expressly forbidden to enter ; every man's house is 
his castle, protected by the law from evef y imperti« 
nent and improper intrusion. ** I have always un- 
derstood" says Lord Chatham^ speaking upon the 
subiect in th^ouse of Lords " that everv man's 
** house is his castle ; not that it should be surround- 
** 6d with walls and battlements; the straw built shed 
. ^* is equally protected, the winds of Heaven may 
•* whistle round it, all the elements of nature may 
** enter in, but the king cannot, the king dart not 
*• enter.*' Tho$e therefore who enter a hous^ vi5!x^T 
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warning not to do so, are trespassers, and in this 
case there was a serious violation of the civil rights 
of Mr. Evans. 

. Mr. Candy now offered to read John and Barbar^ 
Evans's letter of resignation^ dated 8th mo. 27th 
1806, directed to the Monthly Meeting, and a letter 
from John Biddle, clerk of the meeting, dated 8th 
mo. 29th 1806, containing his reasons for resigning. 

Halhwell. Admits the paper of resignation as pro- 
per evidence, but objects to the reading of any letter 
which plaintiff may have thought proper to write in 
an angry or improper manner, thereby fabricating 
testimony for himself, the plaintiff's letters are not 
evidence unless answered by defendants.— The let- 
ter contains a certificate of facts, to which the wit- 
Jiess ought to be sworn. 

Mr. Condy. Evans had a right te^e heard, he 
Btatfe&ijHs reasons, directed to John Biddle as clerk, 
we cl^/igti /Hij; increase erf" damages on account of 
these reascAn^ot having been given to the meeting. 

To the Monthly Meeting of the Religious 
Society of the people called Quakers, 
in Philadelphia. . ■ i^ ''^S- 

8th mo. ^rth 1806. 

The Subscribers consider themselves no way re- 
sponsible to the Society, and no longer Members thereof, and 
t|iis to be considered as their relinquishment. 

JOHN EVANS, 
BARBARA EVANS. 

> 

John E. Redman affirmed, 1 was at that time a 
member of the Meeting, John Biddle was clerk of 
the Monthly Meeting, I went there to deliver the 
letter, I delivered it to William Dawson, who sat 
next tlie clerk, I don't rem^piber hdfcing John Bid- 
dle acknowledge the receipt of the letter. 

John Biddle affirmed. I was clerk of the Monthly 
Meeting in the 8tlf mo, 1806, I received a letter 
containing the resignation alluded to, I cannot say 
who handed it to me. I suppose the lettef to be 
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at present in the hands of my successor, deli- 
vered over with other papers belonging to the 
office, — Samuer Settle is my successor in office. 
^It is not the custom to consider such papers as 
depriving any person of his rights as a member of 
the Society, unless it is accepted by them in the usu- 
al way ; I think the paper produced is the one that 
way handed to me, referring to Barbara Evans's 
letter to Hannah Elliot, dated 2d mo. 26th 1807. 

Mr. Condy now produced an assignment of John 
Field, &c. to John Evans, Philip Nicklin, Robert 
Smith, and Thonias CliffiDrd. 

Mr. Rawle. It is now offered to give in evidence 
the deposition of John Harris, and the indenture 
connected with it. — Evidence that may tend to shew 
an aggravation of the defendant's conduct is not ob- 
jected to, Bifet it is now attempted to shew that there 
was on the part of John Field a great many impro- 
per things done. The controversy between Field 
and Evans has nothing to do with tite'^^fese, Field is 
not here, we are not counsel for him. 

Mr. Levy, We are willing to go into all the 
matters respecting John Field ; the Meeting Wcfs 
aware of Evans's conduct respecting Field. In 
estimating the damages we ought to take the plain- 
tiff's conduct into consideration. 

Mr. Lewis. This is the boldest attempt to bring 
forward improper testimony that I ever knew. It is 
of no consequence whether the conduct of John 
Evans was right or wrong, the Meeting did not act 
on John Field's complaint to the Overseers ; they 
never determined whether Evans was right or wrong, 
they acted with impartiality towards both parties, 
•with the truits they had nothing to do, the mat- 
ter complained of was plaintiff's defamatory letter to 
John Baker, we have no power to review the orders 
of this Society, this Court has no such appellate ju- 
risdiction. Against any such authority, I shall al- 
ways hold up my hands and l;ft up my voice — 
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The counsel for the plaintiflF ^agrees to withdraw 
the evidence for the present; 

The following Minute of Disownment was then 
read. 

2:th of 2nd* mon$h^lS07* — '* Upon further consideration 
" of the paper laid before the Meeting from jfo/m and Bar-^ 
**■ bara Evans^ and that much patient labour hath been ex- 
*' tended towards him, on account of a difference between 
"him and another member, without the desired effect, 
** and he having as stated on the minutes of last month, re- 
** linquished his right of membership with us, it is agi-eed, 
*^ that we no longer consider him a niember of our religious 
** Society, of which conclusion Davidf' Bacon and Samuel 
*' Griffiths J are desired to inform him. The paper was then 
" handed to Women Friends for their care therein." 

Benjamin Ferris^ ajjirmed. I am clerk of the Preparative 
Meeting, and have been so since 1806. It is not a meeting 
of record ; no regular minutes of the proceedings are kept. 
I believe there was a complaint brought forward against 
John Evans sometime in 1806. I suppose it came from the 
Overseers, asw^tiiual, on a small piece of paper ; the first I 
saw of the com^dftint was in this paper. I can't say who made 
the complaint to the Overseers ; substance of it was a refu- 
sal of John Evans to comply with the order of discipline in 
the settlement of some dispute between him and John Field; 
the paper is probably destroyed. — I don't keep those loose 
papers ; I have a copy at home. The business done in the 
Preparative Meeting, is carried by report to the Montfily 
Meeting, and there it is recorded. — I don't recollect that 
John Evans*s letter of the 29th of 8th mouth ever came into 
my hands. In the summer of 1807, Ellis Tarnall^ Jona^^ 
than JVilliSj Issac Parrishj Benjamin Kite^ Caleb Car- 
malt, were Overseers— don't know as to John Javies,-^ 
I don't recollect to have heard any of John Evanses letters 
read in the Monthly Meeting ; I think they were referred 
to a committee ; the names of the committee I don't recol- 
lect — I don't recollect that they made any report— I never 
saw the letter. 

A paper being shewn to the witness, he says, it is my 
hand writing. 

Mr. Levy then read the following : 

Proceedings of the Preparative 3Ieeting in the case of John 

Evans. 
8 7^0. 28^A, 1806. A difference subsisting between John 
£vans and another member of this Meeting, John declines 



to see the party either by himself or in company with the 
Overseers, in order for its accommodation. The following 
Friends are requested to visit him and report to next meet- 
ing. Wtllm. Wilson^ Abraham Leddon^ and John FohvelL 

9 mo. 25 th^ Wm. Wilson requesting by a friend to be releas- 
ed from his appointment in the case of yohn Evans ^ and the 
committee requesting further assistance, John y antes ^ Sa^- 
muelP. Griffiths^ David Bacony and John Eillot, are appoint- 
ed to join them. 

10 mOm 30. The committee in the case of John Evans^ 
are continued. 

1 1 mo. 27th. Attention has been paid to the case of John 
Evans^ which is continned under the care of the committee. 

12 mo. 2Sth^ The committee in the case of John Evans are 
continued and requested to enquire into the grounds of the 
minute of charge. A member having suggested to the meet- 
ing, that it was incorrect. 

1 mo. 29th^ 1807. The committee in the case of y. Evans^ 
reported that they had investigated the proceedings of the 
Ovci^ers, and found them to have been according to disci- 
pline* — yohn being indiposed, the Meeting agieed to retain 
his case in the meeting another month. 

2d mo. 26th. The committee having nothing further to 
report in the case of John Evans, the meeting agreed to 
carry it forward to our Monthly Meeting, with some iiifor- 
nuition of the labour of this. The following minute is adop- 
ted for that purpose, viz. The Overseers report : 

That a difference subsisting between John Evans and 
another member of this Meeting, John declines to see the 
party either by himself, or in company with the Overseers, 
m order for its accommodation," and this Meeting having 
extended much patient labour to him without the desired ef- 
fect, conclude to lay it before our next Monthly Meeting. 

The foregoing is extracted from my minutes of the pre- 
ceding Preparative ^«eeting. BEN J. FERRIS, Clerk. 

Senj. Ferris continued*! The paper is true as far as it 
goes. ^ues. by Mr. Levif. Was or was not this business 
depending at the same time in the Preparative and in the 
Monthly Meeting ? Ans. as far as my knowledge extends it 
was not. The Prepariative Meeting did carry the complaint 
forward to the Monthly Meeting, ^les, by Mr. Levy, 
From what book or document did you take the paper ? Ans. 
I took it froni notes I keep for my own regulation as Clerk 
of thq Meeting — upon application I should not refuse a sight 
of those notes. I don't recollect that the Overseers ever ap- ^ 

plied te me for an inspectigu 4>f them«-~I keep them m % j| 
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small book— the committee vms to report to the Preparative 
Meeting ; the Preparative Meeting in their report to the 
Monthly Meeting, made no mention of that copamittee — ^it is 
contained in the first four lines of the paper just read, dated 
the 8th mo. 28th, 1806. 

Cross-examined. Was the letter of 29th 8mo. 1806, ever 
before the Preparative Meeting ? Ans. No — ^There is no 
reference to that letter in this paper, (refertng to the memo^ 
randum dated the 8 mo, 28, before read) .% ^lis. by plain^ 
tiff's counsel. Was there any other report from the Prepa- 
rative to the Monthly Meeting, than the one of 8th mo. 28th 
1806 ? Ans, There was no othen ^es. Had the Prepara- 
tive Meeting any information relati>^ to the resignation of 
John and Barbara Evans, before the committee was appoint-* 
ed I Ans, Not to my knowledge. 

y. Biddle^ again called. Ireceived J. and Barbara Evans's 
letter of resignation, but cannot recollect when. I do not recol- 
lect receiving it at John Evans's house. I think the paper was 
handed to me by William Dawson. It is not customairy foip 
letters or papers to be read in the meeting before thi^.un- 
dergo examfeatron by a committee appointed for that pur- 
pose. John Evans's letter of the 29th of 8th mo. to the best 
' of my recollection was referred to a committee nominated 
by the meeting. — I cannot say whether the letter was report- 
ed to the Monthly Meeting.— My memory is somewhat im- 
paired in consequence of indisposition. When a member is 
disowned the reason of such disownment is stated on the 
minutes, the conclusion of tlie meeting is handed to the par- 
ty, who at the same time is informed of his right to appeal. 

A disownment of a woman, origina|;es with the women, 
but cannot be conclusive until sanctioned by the men. 

Mr. Levy. How does the Monthly Meeting come to a 
conclusion when there is a difference of opinion among the 
members? 

Ans. I fear it will be difficult for me to explain it, so as to 
be fully understood. No vote is taken, the members ex- 
press their sentiments freely, truth is die great object and 
the most weighty reasons generally induces a union of senti- 
ment ; the discussion is conducted with niuch harmony and 
mostly concludes unanimously. 

CrosS'examined.'-^^ohxi Evans's letter of the 29th was 
tkken up and acted on in the usual way ? When a letter or 
paper directed to the meeting is received by the clerk, he 
informs them of the same, and a committee is then appoint- 
ed to examine whether its coiktents are proper to be pub* 
liclv read. 
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I received a letter frpm % Evans in the 1 mo. 1 SOT* which 
I suppose is at presently the hands of S. Bettle, my success 
sor in office* 

Samuel ^^^ affirmed, I am clerk of the Monthly Meet- 
ing of Frienfls in this cit«|» I have been assistant clerk, and 
clerk about nine years. I have the minutes in my possession 
from the commencement of the Meeting— I don't know 
when the matter between Evans and Field originated ; the 
first knowledge I had of it was about two years ago* 

Bf/ the C(0r§^ You have not yet shewn the very first 
point in the cause ; you are examining relative to a Society, 
without any evidence legally before me of the existence of 
such religious body* 

[After s#m# coave4|sai^n ai|pyong themselves, thf counsel 
on both «ides admit, that ther^ is a religious Society of the 
people called Quakers, in the city of Philadelphia ; that the 
plaintiff was, and that all the defendants are, members of the 
same ; and that the said Society is not a body corporate,] 

On demand of plaintiff's counsel to produce the books of 
th^S^ciety containing the minutes,— objected to by the wit- 
he^s& not bound to produce them. 

Court of opinion he was not bound to produce them, un- 
less notice had been given to produce them, and not at that 
stage at any rate. As we did not mean to travel into the 
proceedings of the meeting more than into the proceedings 
of any cpurt of justice, defendants might make it competent 
l^ evidence offered on their part in the course of the defence. 

Defendant's counsel said, We do not object, we mean to 
read them ourselves. 

He then produced the book jof minutes of the Month; 
ly Meeting, by which it appears that the first notice taken 
of John Evans's case, in that meeting, was on the 30th 
of the first month, 1807, in the following words : 

30th of Ut mo. 1807. 

A paper dated 8mo. 27 1806, signed by John and Barbara 
£vans, which some months past was produced to the meet- 
ing, and referred verbally to a committee of nine Friends, was 
now read.-— The paper expressing a relinquishment of their 
rights in this religious Society. The committee report, that 
they have extended considerable labour toward John Evans 
on the subject, but without the desired effect. 

His wife being joined in the paper, and our Women's 
Meeting having adjourned, it is referred for further coi^sidc* 
ration next month. 

C 
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At the succeeding Monthly Meetmgi another mmute was 
inade, dated 27th of 2d mo. 1807, iauie following wonb*. 

27tk^f|fdma.lS07. 

Upon further consideration of the paper laid before the 
nteetingfrom John and Barbara Evans, and that much pa- 
tient labour hath been extended towards him, (on account 
of a difference between him and another member) without 
the desired effect. And he having as stated^mhe mmutes 
of the last month, relinquished his membership witb 
us ; it is agreed, that we no longer consider him a mem- 
ber of our religious Society ; of whiclu:onclusion David BA- 
con and Samuel P. Griffiths, are dArAl t^ inAnA him. The 
paper was then handed to W^^men Friends for their care in 
regard to Barbara Evans. 

On the 26th of 3d mo. 1807, another minute made as fel- 
lows : 






26th of 3d mo. 'i^l0T»> 

One of the committee reports that he informed John 
Evans of the conclusion of that meeting in his case. He re- 
questing a copy of this meeting's minutes, they are desired 
to hand it to him. 

The papers of my predecessor were handed over to me^ 
on my appointment as clerk ; among these there are two let- 
ters directed by John Evans, to John Biddle, clerk of the 
monthly meeting of Philadelphia. The committee appointed 
on the subject of John Evads's letter, at first consisted of 
three members— six were afterwards added to their numlier, 
of which latter number I was one. The names of the com- 
mittee were Samuel Pleasants, Doct. Griffiths, Thomas 
Wistar, Robert Smith, jun. John James, Samuel Bettle, Jos» 
seph Cruckshank3 and John Elliot— This committee were 
.^ appointed to^consider the propriety of reading the commu- 
nication which accommpanied the letter of resignation— 
they finally reported the letter of resignation, but not the pa- 
per of 29th of 8mo. 1 807, which I understood was withdrawn 
by John Evans. — I never heard him say any thing about it. 
Ellis Yamall, Richard Humphreys, Jonathan Willis, Tho- 
mas Savary, Isaac Parish, Caleb Carmalt, Benjamin Kite, 
and Caleb Pearce, were Overseers of the Monthly Meet- 
ing in 5mo. 1807. 
' Adjourned. 
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November 21; 10 o'C/be^Ar, Court opened. 

3ir, Levy offers in eyklence the plaintiff's letter of 29tk 
Augusty 1806, to John B^dle, clerk of the meeting. 

HcdlowelU I object to this or any letter of the plaintiff to 
which there has been no answer ; if such evidence is admia^ 
sible, an individual might make in his own iavom*, what evi* 
dence he chdbses, and stuff the record with libels— -it is not in 
proof that the letter was ever delivered to this Monthly Meet- 
ing, nor have the contents been brought home to any one of 
die defendants in this cause. 

Lxvy. It is pot by analogy to correspondence, but in re- 
ference to proceeding in coiuts, and the principles of law, 
that the letters of a plaintiff or Sbfendant are admissible in evi- 
dence. The letters is offered to prove that John Evans never 
did refuse to see John Field or the committee ; it is an an- 
swer to C. Carmalt's report, and contains a certificate to shew 
tbW Report to be inaccurate— »we admit that the letter was 
ne^er read to the Society, but contend that they are civilly 
answerable for the acts of their agents. 

IngersoU We complain of an entry after prohibidon, 
and of ecclesiastical jurisdiction, after we had ceased 
to be members ;•— the Court should know the nature and 
extent of our complaint ; the jury cannot understand the 
case, unless aH the circumstances are before them.— Th^ 
Jdaintiff demanded from them die name of^ his accuser, 
and the nature of his offence ; — ^this, according to everj^ 
principle justice, he was entided to be informed of. The 
letter was a call on diem for the accusation, iand the name 
of the accu8er.-*i>But it is objected that no reply was ever 
given to this letter. It matters not--- ^letters, though not an- 
swered, are in many cases evidence. One merchant writes to 
another, stating a balance of accounts-^party receives it-*^ 
has it f6r a considerable time, yet makes no reply ; his si- 
lence will make the account evidence, and be construed ioto% 
an admission of it. This letter is connected with the resig- 
nation ; it is addressed to the Clerk of the Meeting ; the ap- 
pUcation to him was an application to the Meeting ; the 
committee were appointed by the Meeting; their acts^ 
therefore, are the acts of the Meeting — and their not acting 
on the complaint, aggravates the case. 

Counsel for dcfeiidaDit oiade no reply* 




^4 

Brackenridge ^ w^ric^.— The letter cannoit be read-^^it goes 
to the merits of the controversy befere the meeting — we 
shall not enter into the merits of that controversy, it brings 
into question the regularity of the proceedings of the meet- 
ing, which we cannot do. Ther^may have been injustice 
done for what we know, but the presumption is, that there 
has not the meeting were judges of the parties own 
choosing, we cannot by any means enquire into the contro« 
versy depending, any more than we can into the proceed- 
ings of a court of justice. The letter of resignation was ad- 
mitted by the court to be given in evidence for the purpose 
of shewing that the plaintiff was not amenable to the society, 
and to let in the trespass. This letter cannot be read. 

Letter overruled. 

Doctor S. P. Griffiths affirmed, — ;I had frequent conver* 
sation with J. Evans in I8O0, often on the subject of the 
complaint to the meeting ; he shewed me a great many papers 
which he apposed to be interesting, I think this was before 
the complaint against J; Evans was made to the meeting. I 
caii't recollect whether David Bacon or Thomas Harrison^ 
were with him at J. Evans's house, it is proJ>able they were, 
but I do not recollect it. John Evans understanding that his 
case was to go forward, desired me to mention to the com- 
mittee his wish that they would not proceed at that time. I 
don't recollect his wishing a conference with the Qverseers 
oti the subject.— -I mentioned his request to the Overseers ; 
the case was delayed for a time.— John Evans always said 
that he would^meet John Field, provided he would give hin?; 
certain papers. 

^^4. by Mr. ietiy. Where those papers relative to the 
trust ? Ans* I do not recollect what the papers were. 

By the Court. This is going into evidence that has been 
over-ruled.— 

^es. Was John Evans unwell al this time ? Arts, Yes, 
he was, and I was his physician — 

By the Cbwr^.— Evidence which does not bear upon the 
the point of resignation is irrelevant ; the question respect- 
ing the plaintiff's good or bad state of health has nothing 
to do with it. 

Hannah Elliot affirmea.^^^es. Were you clerk of the 
Women-s Meeting in the years 1806 and 1807? Am* I 
was. 

Did that meeting receive a letter of resignation from Bar? 
bara Evans ? Ans, They did : I don't recollect when it was 
received, but believe it was the day after it was written. \ 
^hi\ik it was handed to me the day preceding the monthly 

etiug. Witness refers to the minutes aud $ays Barbara 
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Evans's letter was hinded to the Monthly Meeting on the 
3);rrh of the 2d month 1807, and her resignaiion was handed 
from the men's, meeting at the same time. 

The letter of Barbara Evans to Hannah Elliot clerk of 
Women's Monthly Meeting read as follows — 

Philadelfihia^ 2d mo, 26, 1807, 
Respected Friend, 

I e3ti>ect the resignation of my right of membership will be 
handed from the Men's to the Women's Monthly Meeting, 
to-morrow. 

The cause that has induced me to this is, the unjust treat- 
ment my husband, John Evans, has received from the Over- 
seers of the Men's Monthly Meedug, and has occasioned me (and 
not religious dissent,} as a faitnnil wife to an affectionate hus- 
band, thus to protest ag^nst such unprecedented conduct, which 
I consider he has received from the Society, by the means of 
the Overseers of said Meeting. 

I will not see any committee from the Meeting on ttie 
aabject. 

Am thy Fiiend, 

BARBARA EVANS. 
Hannah Elliot, Clerk of the 

Women's Monthly Meeting. 
To the Womens Monthly Meeting of the Religious Socie- 
ty of the people called Quakers, in Philadelphia. 

Nathaniel Holland^ ajirmed. — I was at John Evans's when 
Caleb Carmalt called ; I*think it was some time in 1806. I 
came in whilst they were in the parlour, J. Evans aslrt^d C* 
C if he came to see him as an overseer, he said he did. J. 
E. then demanded of him the name of his accuser, the na- 
ture of the accusation, apd the book of discipline. C. C. 
made little or no reply, but informed him that his case would 
be brought on at the next meeting. 

^es, by Mr. Levy. — Did J. E. in that conversation say 
any thing about his not seeing Field either alone or in com- 
pany ?— £«/ the Court. This is still travelling into the merit* 
of the controversy— the question is overruled. 

Mr* Levy, — I wish your honor to make a note of it. 

Bvf the Court. — ^The question asked was " whether Evans 
Siaid any thing about his not seeing Field either alone or in 
company ?" The court will enter into nothing that relates tor 
the regularity of the proceedings, nor receive any testimony 
except what was subsequent to the resigna|S()n. — I v/on't 
look at any tUng prior to the resignation. 
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Cross examined.'^Did you hear th<( ivhole of the conver* 
sation between C. Carmalt and J* £vans t Ans. I rather 
think I heard the whole. I cannot say positively, as C. C. 
was there when I came in. 

John E. Redmati ajirmed.^^l was not at John £vans'9 
when the letter of resignation was handed to John Biddle. 
I was there in the evening and understood that it had been 
handed to him. J. Biddle was there when I came in ; this 
was in August 1 806, the next day I saw a copy of the re- 
signation, the copy was dated the 27th of August 1806. 

Plaintiff's counsel close their evidence for the present«tf#> 

Mr. Hallowell for the defendants* 

Gentlemen of the Jtir^ 

It is now my duty to address you as counsel for the de- 
fendants in this cause — it is with infinite regret that they 
■find themselves dragged before a court of justice ; they wiU 
(however, from the view I have taken of the subject, and the 
instructions I have been furnished with, make a defence com' 
plete and satisfact§ry — -they make no vain boasting— it is 
not their practice. I am not perfectly assured, therefore, 
that my respectable and worthy clients will entirely approve 
of the declaration I now make of my own firm and thorough 
conviction, that they will come out from the investigation 
like " pure gold seven times tried in the fire." We disclaim 
any right to tyranize over the religious opinions oi others, 
or to prevent any man from worshiping his God in his own 
way ^ in this country there is no established church, it is a 
land of Liberty and universal Toleration. We are too grate- 
ful to our Government for the religious freedom we enjoy, 
and too sensible of the situation we were once in, when in 
the origin of our Society, we were ourselves the victims of 
persecution, to become persecutors in our turn ;— we claim 
no exclusive privileges, we contend for no rights but those 
which we apprehend to belcHig in common with us, to every 
religious society* in this Commonwealth. With respect to 
the Plaintiff himself, we feel towards him no animosity or 
ill will, we view him and his conduct in reladon to the ob- 
jects of this suit, with emotions more of " sorrow than of 
anger." I have known him from my earliest infancy, and 
it is with pleasure that I bear my public testimony to the 
high respectability of his character, in every department c^ 
^^^ life in which he has been engaged. On the subject which 
^^|t gives rise to this controversy hoHvever, I beUeve him to be 






Obder the influence of a delusion ; against the defendants he 
has no cause of compTaint, he has been treated by them all, 
with mildness, and forbearance, in the true spirit of Christi- 
anity, aiid even now we are far from entertaining towards 
bim any sentiments of resentment. That we would (al- 
though we do not seek to make proselytes or to retain any 
in union with us, in opposition to their free and unbiassed 
judgments,) at any time when they may hereafter be desi- 
rous of it, receive them with open arms into the bosomxof 
the Church. 

I shall liot imitate the conduct of the opening counsel, on 
the part of the jJaintifF, by entering into a minute discussion 
of the civil atid religious rights of our citizens. We should' 
not perhaps, materially differ on these subjects, but we ut- 
terly deny that we have in the smallest degree interfered' 
with the rights of the plaintiff or his wife, either civil or re- 
ligious. We are sued for a trespass on the House, and As- 
sault and Battery on the person of the Plaintiff. Of these 
charges we solemnly assert oiu* innocence ; we cannot for a 
monaent tolerate the idea that the three female defendants, 
who are more particularly alluded to in the plaintiff's evi- 
dence,— -the representatives of a religious society whose 
prominent tenets are " peace on earth and good- will to man," 
sent on a mission of bene voLnce and love, should have been 
guilty of a violation of the public peace ; the proof of this 
pretended trespass and assault, rests solely on the evidence 
ot John Shepard,-— my colleagues will examine it ; as open- 
ing counsel it is not within my province, they will analyze it, 
and shew from the deposition itself, especially from the 
fross-examination, that it proves no such act. What is an 
assault and battery ? In our elementary books it is defined 
to be an attack on the person of another, in an angry or re* 
vengeftUj rude^ or insolent j manner. Shephard himself ne- 
gatives such an idea.— ^Liook at the three Women Friends 
who are charged with this outrage, Susannah Haydock, Jane 
Pearce, and Hannah Clark ; consider their general charac- 
ters and their stati<Hi in society, and I think it will require 
much stronger evidence, indeed, to satify you that they went 
to the plaintiff's houQe with an intention to commit an unlaw- 
ful act, and carried that intent into execution. Look at Han- 
nah Clark, she is represented to have been the principal agent 
ip this business ; she is aged, weak, and feeble ; compare 
hfer person with that of John Evans the plaintiff, an able 
bodied athletic man; recollect that John Shepard, and John E# 
Redman, two stout young men were with him, and then say, 
if you can> that she comnuited a trespass on hh house, and' 
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publish it not in the streets of Askelcn^^ 

In conducting this defence I shall first explain to you fi 
the discipline of the religious Society of Friends as it 
spects the subject now under discussion, and then enter ir 
detail of the facts and circnmstances which took place in 
exercise of that discipline, by the Overseers in the first pi 
and afterwards by the several committees appointed by 
Preparative and Monthly Meetings of that Society, in r 
tion to the plaintiff and his wife. 

In the city of Philadelphia, there are three districts- 
Northern, the Middle and the Southern. In each of tl 
districts there are a number of Overseers, whose duty 
to watch over the members within their limits ; — ^to no 
irregularities of conduct ; to admonish, in a private 
friendly manner, those who come under their notice, an 
receive complaints that may be made by members aga 
each other, or by persons not of the Society against mi 
bers. In each of these districts there is a Preparative M 
ting, and a Monthly Meeting, both for Men and Woi 
Friends, who sit separately and transact their respec 
concerns. 

When complaint is made of a member on any differe 
or dispute respecting character* or property, it is mace 
the first instance, to two of the Overseers of the proper • 
trict ; they endeavour to effect a meeting of the parties tc 
ther in their prqpence, with a view to accommodate mat 
in an amicable and priv-ate manner, in which they mo 
succeed ; if they do not, the subject is introduced to the 
tice of^tbcr^4iok-body of Overseers belonging to that < 
trict, who endeavour, in the same manner, to settle the > 
ferences between the parties ; if they are unsuccessful in 
fecting such settlement, or in prevailing on the member cc 
plained of to submit the dispute to arbitration, t 
fay the case before the Preparative Meeting (which 
not a meeting of Record^) who appoint a committee to c 
fer with the person complained of, and endeavour to pre^ 
on him to comply with tne order of the discipline ; this cc 
mittee proceed in the same manner as the Overseers, j 
after many meetings and much forbearance, if nothing sa 
fkctory can be effected, they make their report to the Pre 
rative Meeting, by whom they were appointed, who tl 
direct the subject to be laid before the Monthly Meet 
of the district ; the complaint is then formally entered on 
minutes of that meeting, (which is a Meeting of Recot 
and a committee is appointed to deal with the 'delinquent 
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die spirit of brotherly love and Christian patience, and eh- 
deavour to bring him to a sense of his error. This committee 
have frequent meetings with him, and it is not until after 
much patient labour, and after exhausting every means in 
their power to effect their object, that they make theii final 
report, that their exertions have been ineffectual ; when this 
report is at length made, the Monthly Meeting, after due 
deliberation and in the last resort, ^^ issue a testimony against 
him," or in other words, disunite him from membership 
with the Society. 

If the complaint is of a Female, it is made, in the first in- 
stance, to the Women Friends, and is carried on in the same 
manner through their Preparative and Monthly Meeting. 
The women's meeting, however, have no power to issue a 
testimony of disownment ; all they can do is, after the ap- 
pointment and reports of committees, and exercising all the 
duties of admonition and conference without effect, to trans- 
mit the case to the Men's Monthly Meeting, who finally is*- 
sue the testimony, and inform the Women's Meeting of their 
conclusion ; they appoint a committee to deliver a copy of 
Ae testimony to the party, and inform her of her right to 
appeal ; for an appeal lies from the Monthly to the Quarter- 
fy, and from the Quarterly to the Yearly Meeting- 

In all controversies respecting property, (and I presume 
the same proceeding takes place in questions of charac- 
ter,) the parties are advised to meet t^ch other face to 
face, and endeavour to come to a setjknient between them- 
selves ; but if they cannot, they are ^submit their differences 
to arbitration ; and if any refuse^ comply with this order of 
proceeding, they are guilty r^a breach of the discipline, for 
which they may be ultin^ely disowned. 

On the nh of Jun^ ^ 806, John Field of this city, made 
a verbal complaint <o Jonathan WiUis and Caleb Carmalt, 
two of the Ove>»^eers of the meeting for the middle dis- 
trict, of John ySTvans, the plaintiff in this suit, for defamation 
and detraq*'t)n of his character; they notified John Evans 
of the cp^plaint, and appointed a time and place of meeting. 
John 21 vans, on the same day, wrote notes to each of those 
Ov^fseers, and to John Field, refusing to meet on the sub- 
jrtt, unless John Field would first deliver up certain papers 
relating to the estate of John Field and Son, which had been 
assigned by them to John Evans and three others ; this the 
two Overseers thought they could not oblige John Field to 
comply with, as a condition on which alone he would vigree 
to the meeting ; the matter was, therefore, on the 9th oi June 
(two days afterwards,) introduced Xo the notice of the Over- 
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seers generally of that district, and John Field made a formal 
complaint to them in writing of that date, inclosing two let-p 
ters written by John Evans, one to John Baker, dated 9th 
August^ 1804, and the other to himself, dated May 15, I8O69 
containing gross aspersions of his character ; these formed 
the principal causes of his complaint ; the Overseers deter- 
mined that the other grounds, independent of the detraction, 
for reasons which will hereafter be mentioned, could not be 
noticed by them ; they then appointed Isaac Partish, and 
Richard Humphreys, two of their number, to see and con- 
verse with John Evans thereon ; they saw and conversed 
with him several times without effect ; he absolutely and po- 
sitively refused to see John Field, either by himself, or in 
company with the Overseers, except on the previous condi- 
tions which he chose to prescribe ; the Overseers, therefore! 
thought it their duty to lay the case before the Preparative 
Meeting, which they did on the 28th of August^ 1806, in 
the following terms : 

^^ A difference subsisting between John Evans and ano^ 
ther member of this meeting, John declines to see the party 
either by himself, or in company with the Overseers, in or- 
der for their accommodation." 

The Preparative Meeting appointed William Wilson^ 
Abraham Ltddon, and John Polwell, a committee to visit 
John Evans on the subject. 

The UGxt day Aie 29th, of Augtufi^ John Evans sent to 
the clerk of the Monthly Meeting a paper dated 27th of Au- 
gust^ in the following tei^ns, signed by himself and his wife* 

^ The sabscribers consii&er themselves no way responsi- 
ble to the Society, and no loi^r as members thereof ; and 
this to be recorded as their relinquishment." 

It is not the usual course in a Monthly Meeting to read any 
paper or enter it on the minutes, until it^as first undergone 
the inspection of a committee, to ascerta^ whether it con- 
tains matter proper to be laid before the meifc^ipg ; the clerk 
mentioning that he had received such a paper, it was at first 
referred verbally to a committee of three t6 examint^its con- 
tend ; they withdrew, and in a short tinie returned ; st^ed to 
the meeting, that the subject referred to them Was novel ^nd 
important, and requested fu^rther assistance, whereupon s^ 
more were appointed to join them^ forming together a com- 
mittee of nine ; this committee made no report while the bu- 
biness of J. Evans was before the Preparative Meetings and 
nothing relating to him was entered on the minutes of the 
Monthly Meeting for several months ; but the members of 
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tlis comunitt^e of nine occasionally conferred with him oa 
tbe sulgect. 

In the mean time the business went po in the Preparatipi 
Meeting ; and on the 25th of September ^ 1806» William 
Wilson wa9 released from the committee at his own request 
imd John James> Dr. Samuel Powell Griffiths, Pavid Bacon, 
90d John Elliot were appointed to join the committee ivh9 
desired further assistance. 

• The case was continued in the Preparative Meeting fron^ 
HkQttth to month, (the committee often ^uceting and confer- 
i9g with John IJvaas), until the 20^ft of February^ 180f, 
when it was agreed to lay his r«ise before the Monthly 
Meeting, with sogie account of the labour e^ctended towards 
him by the Preparative Meeting* 

lo A^ preceding month, i0th of January ^ the committee 
of nine bad reported to tl^e Monthly Meeting upon the let* 
ter of resignation, which had been verbally referred to them ; 
and diat they had laboured with him on the subject, but as 
bis wife was joine<{ in the resignation, and the Women's 
SfcMithly Meetio^ had adjourned, it had been deferred 'till 
the fi^wing Month. 

On tile 37ch of February^ 1807, the case, for the first tim« 
came regi^ly before the Men's Monthly Meeting having 
tnuismitt^ it to them, and the committee of nine having 
repoii^d oh the letter of vesignation ; on that day the sub- 
ject was taken up aqd weightily considered, and after much 
d<:tiberntion, John Evans's resignation was accepted, and 
notice directed to be given him of it. With respect to his 
tp^e Barbara Evamy the case was handed over to the wo- 
Sien's meeting for their care therein, as Friends apprehend- 
ed the true spirit of the discipline required. 

On the preceding day, Barbara Evans had sent to Han- 
nah Elliot, clerk of the Womens Monthly Meetingi a letter 
in the following terms. 

2d. mo. 26. 1807, " I expect the resignation of my right 
^f membership will be handed from the Men's to the Wo» 
men's Monthly Meeting to-morrow. 

^* The cause that has induced me to this Is, the unjust 
treatment my husband, John Evans, has receceived from 
the Overseers of the Men's Monthly Meeting, and has oc- 
casioned me, (and not religious dissent,) as a faithful wife to 
an affectionate husband, thus to protest against such unpre- 
cedented conduct, which I consider he has received from 
the Society, by th&means of the Overseers of said meeting." 

" I will not see any committee from the meeting on th« 
subject." 
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The paper of resignation, and her ktter accompanying 
it, were read in the Women's Monthly Meeting on tne same 
23rth of February^ 1806. 

The Women Friends were deeply affected with the sub* 
ject ; Barbara Evans was a very valuable woman, whom 
they all much esteemed, and did not wish lighdy to part 
with ; no case of the like nature had ever before occurred ; 
they wished to deliberate fully upon it, and therefore deferred 
it for another momh. 

The next month, 56th of March 1806, they thought it 
"best to deliberate funkier on the subject'', and deferred it 
for another month. 

On the 30th April following, on much consideration " it 
appeared to be the judgment ^f the meeting, that it would 
be right at least to endeavour to nbtain a conference with her 
—and for that purpose Hannah Clark, Susannah Haydock^ 
and Jane Pierce were appointed. 

On the 19th of May 1807, they welM: down to the plain- 
tiff's house, with a view to execute theif mission ; and there 
it is alleged by the plaintiff, that they conhmtted a trespass 
on his premises, and an assault and battery mi his person* 
I will now proceed to read the documents and Examine the 
witnesses for the defendants, by which it will appear that 
every thing which was done by the Overseers, the Preparative 
and Monthly Meetings and their several committees both 
men and women, was in exact conformity with the disciprme, 
in the spirit of Christian love, affection, and tenderness ; 
♦ that uncommon forbearance and patience were exercised to- 
wards the plaintiff and his wife ; that no violence was in- 
tended or committed either on his person or property, and 
of course that the present suit is without foundation. 

Mr. Hallowell then proceeded to readthe following letters- 

* 

John Evans, to John Baker, Esq. 

Philadiaphia^ Augiust9th. 1804. 

JoiiN Baker, Esq. One of the assignees under the bankrupt 

act to John Field. 
Having verbally requested thee as assignee to John Field, 
to funiish me with documents relative to a real estate at Frank- 
fort, Kentucky,) which I bought of John Field and Son, up- 
wards of two years since, and which I wish to have early issu- 

I* ed. In thf. sale of it he connnitted a fraud on mcy it being at that 

time J and a twelve month btfore^ in a court oj Chancery ^ and he 
did not iiform me of it ; and which I found since by the pro - 

^L^ ceedings of Chancery, handed to me by Col. Todd, Esq. to 

^^^whom I sent the deed to be recorded. 
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« Tfiere h(tn new more than tivo years elafiaed since- 1 had a con" 
veyance ofthefirofitrty^ and J, Field has not done any thing to 

forivard a settlement of the business^ either by himself or inform" 
ing me; and ivhcn I have applied to himforinfomvition on the bu* 
siness^ he has not only refused itj but insulted me by samng^ my in- 
terference was higfily improper ; which is adding in,>ult to in- 

juryy esprcially when the property was taken contrary to inclina" 
tion instead ofcash^ and such treatment could only be thought of 
by a man of such effrontery arrd bad principles as John Fields I 
hope my friend Baker, as acting assignee to John Field under 
the bankruptcy, may not, by his friendship to him, experience, 
as I have, both abuse and loss by it. And permit me as a large 
creditor, to inform him, as 1 have Philip Nicklin, Robert 
Smith, and Thomas Clifford, assignees under the trust, that I 
consider the powers granted to John Field by them and thee, ar# 
not warranted by commom pi'actice, the nature of the trust, or 
the general character of the man to whom it is committed, and 
a dangerous precedent in civil society. 

Annexed is a copy of some extracts 1 sent them as a protest 
against the proceedings, with a declaration that I never would 
come into the measures, but would legally oppose it, as it was 
improper in itself, and I had not confidence in the honesty and 
integrity of John Field, to execute it justly. I also informed 
theni that I had many objections which I did not consider ne- 
cessary then to go into, but one pointed one I mentioned, that 
was, I heard John Field say, if he had the agency from us, 
he would early sell the proi>erty assigned to us in trust, and by 
a friend, purchase-it in for himself, under the present depres- 
sed circumstances ; and no doubt, as is usual with him, to 
Jus own advantage, and the loss of his creditors. I am credibly 
informed the property is vahiablei, and if the business is con- 
ducted pioperly, might be a consider.ible sum ; but be that as it 
ma^, the appoihtment is improper ; the rqode to effect it is un- 
precedented, and will ultimately fail, and cannot be effected, 
though it may cause a longer delay, to the injury of the honest 
creditors, on whose property J. Field has now lived above seven 
years. By the sum he has now allowed three succeeding years 
say 2,500 dollars per annum, besides contingent expenccs in 
the business. It appears, considering his small family, it was in- 
tended he should keep his carriage and a pair of horses at the 
expense of an already, unjustly, and shamefully treated leni- 
ent creditor. 

I was not consulted as an assignee at the time the agency 
was agreed on, and did not even know, nor in the least suspect 
the annuity intended him, 'till it was presented to me for my 
signature, but 1 always protested against J. Field's having any 
thing to do as an agent in the business ; having no contidence 
ill his integrity, justice, ot honesty these several years pust. 
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Tims my Friend) those plain state of facts are truly unplear 
9ant, especially when I consider it as it relates to a person I 
once had respect and esteem for, and indeed, I must acknow? 
ledge my credulity, for a long time placing a mistaken ccmii- 
dence in his repeated assurances, alHlities to pay, and resourcesi 
-—but too late I find 1^ deception. As I have been censured by 
some for my friendship to hlmf' it is necessary to inform, as % 
fiiend, I early opposed the mode he adopted m the settling his 
business, and repeatedly advised to a fail*, honorable, just and 
equal payments to his creditors by instalments, "which had he 
adopted, I have no doubt would have been honorable to him* 
self, justice to creditors, and his situation and character, as well 
as property, would have been very different from what it is at 
present. 

Having briefly stated eiixumstances, it only remains to add 
justice due myself, abstracted from such treatment, as I have 
received from him, as well as the trust I have taken on behalf 
of many of my fellow citizens, compell me to act as I consider 
due myself, and good &ith and trust claim on me under the ap- 
pokitment. 

Am re«>ectfully, thy friend, 

JOHN EVANS, 
< One of the assignees of J. Fieirl, and 
I J. Field and Son, •- ndor the trust. 

P. S. I have sent a fee of thirty dollars lately to an Attorney 
at Law, to bring the business at Frankfort, (Kentucky,) to an 
issue ; again earnestly request that thou will fomish me with 
documents on the occasion. 

Extracts from my letters, dated July, l«th, 1804, to Philip 
Nicklin and others, assignees to J. Field, and J. Field and Son. 

^^ I object to thei-large sum of two thousand five hundred dol- 
^ lars per annum being paid J Field for three successive y^ars, 
'^ as he has lived on his creditors property already seven years/^ 

^^ Objections to constituting a debtor an agent generally and 
<< in case of J. Field, it will peculiarly apply, he having prevented 
^< any special information of his affairs to his creditors or assig- 
** nees, and his general conduct from the origin of his drawing 
^' the large amount of his bills of exchange on London, in the 
" fell of 1 796, which were not pgud, and constituted a large por- 
"tion of his debts in this city, and joined to his subsequent 
" conduct has destroyed confidence in him." 

1st. It destroys public confidence and trust. 

2d. It places individuals in special favour who are assignees 
or men of influence. 

3d. It leaves the weak and ignorant creditor to a Resigning 
debtor's mercy, and he covers his actions by the agency of 
others. 
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4th. It places it out of the power of the creditor to call on the 
the debtor in a legal way, prevents common justice, and de- 
stroys the very nature and principles of an assignment in trust. 

5th. It has a tendency to corinipt morals by the debtors se- 
creting his property, increases his effrontery; subverts justice; 
femiliarises fraud, wd opens the way |^ many and serious 
evils. J* £• 
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John Evans to John Field. 

Philadelphia, 5 mo. 15th, 1806. 



I received thy note of yesterday, and am sorry to ob- 
serve the extraordinary manner it is introduced, it could only 
be done by a person of John Field's effrontery, after treating me 
as he has done in the sale of the property at Frankfort, (Ken- 
tucky,) pr chased now upwards of four years, and when I have 
requesteu information to endeavour to recover the property I 
was not aided, and any interference was highly improper and 
treated with contempt ; that, and thy general conduct to thy 
creditors I consider can scarcely be paralleled in Philadelphia. 
Thou mentions a wish of proceeding with me in the trust bu- 
siness to have it settled, if thou means, thy wish of the assignees 
to proceed in their duty by a sale, it will be right and proper, 
though thou has always acted differently ; when 'my attempt 
has been made, thou has opposed it, and but a few months ago, 
soon after thy three assignees revoked the agency they had 
given thee, thou applied to counsel to set them aside and re- 
quested Thomas Wotherspoon's aid and his attorney's in this 
business. 

As to any personal connexion further than as a citizen, it is 
not my wish, I continued it as long as I could as an honest 
man, and was thy active friend, and always advised thee to cah- 
^pur in the settlement of thy business. 

As i do not wish to discount my private claims by any ad- 
vantage as an assignee, any verbal communication will not be 
acceptable, if thou has any m&rmation on thy affairs it will be 
proper and thy duty to commimicate to us generally, and the 
best way to do it is by writing, which I expect three of the as- 
signees have requested some months ago, and as thou has 
lived long on thy creditors property, I hope thee will not at- 
tempt any longer to detain from them the necessary papers and 
information which they did on the 18th of last month desire 
thee by letter to give them, which is not done again on their ^ 

behalf, I repeat the request as it would be very unpleasant to 
me, and I believe to us all, to be obliged to apply to a legal 
mode to recover them, which I expect will be done, if drove J 

to tl)At disagreeable alternative.. J 

..:3 
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1 have repeatedly infonyied thy asslgne/cs (although I con- 
sidered thy treatment to me shameful in the extreme as it re- 
gards my claim at Frankfort purchased of thee) thcit I wished 
to act towards thee as a man and fellow-citizen in difficulty, ha- 
ving nothing in view but equal justice to the debtor and credit- 
or, and now repeat the same, and that no personal advantage is 
intended of thee, nor lit) make favourable terms for myself by 
the agency, but a faithful discharge of my duty with justice to 
thee and firmness on behalf of thy creditors, and if thou has 
any thing to communicate to me, I will only receive it in wri- 
ting. 

I have often lamented the mode (and which thou knows I did 
not approve of) that thee took to settle thy business, and late as 
it is, I would advise as a friend, an open, candid, upright con- 
duct towards thy creditors, and which will meef my approba- 
tion, and it will no doubt with all thy real friends. 

JOHN EVANS. 



John Field's complaint s^ainst John Evans. 

6th mo. Qth, 1806. 
Respected Friends, 

I am averse to giving friends trouble, but I wish to 
obtain their further aid in obtaining a settlement of mattiers with 
John Evans. During a period of about four years he has indul- 
ged ^ strong resentment on mistaken apprehensions and l^eeu 
in the practice of circulating false and scandalous charges a- 
gainst me. The particular of which you will find in his letter 
to John Baker, of August 9th, 1804, to which atid his letter to 
myself of the l5th ult. handed herewith, I refer. These matters 
are known 1 expect to some of you, but if necessai*y I believe 
that several individuals would confirm them. He also takes an 
unjustifiable advantage^^of an eri'or in drawing certain deeds of 
trust to himself and three others, by refusing to unite with his 
CO. tinisteees in the execution of said trusts and in opposing the 
directions of a great majority of the creditors interested therein, 
whereby great waste of property and heavy losses have been in- 
curred, which is very injurious to the creditors and distressing 
to myself and family. Having some knowledge of the discipline 
of Friends and the considerations that influence their proceed- 
ings, I am induced to believe the last matter claims their at- 
tention as much as the former, because it is a breach of confi- 
dence and of justice extensively injurious, whereas the former 
is pei-sonal, and only respects myself. 

I have no wish to hurt John Evans, and for a long time have 
taken much pains to get him to settle matters, either by a con- 
ference by ourselves or by refering them to others, but he has 
refused and rejected every attempt of tliat nature. I shall hold 
y self in readiness lo meet John Evans, or you, when nec^s* 



asuy to explain and support my a^egatiQnS} and as circumstaft* 
ees urge a speedy proceeding, I request this affair may be laid 
before the next Monthly Meeting, unless John Evans wilt 
agree to refer all matters between us to a few disinterested 
FriendS) and abide t|ieir decision thereof. 

I am> your frioDd, 

JOHN FIELD. 
The inclosed letters being original, I request they may be 
delivered to me when you are done with them. 
To the Overseers Monthly > 
Meeting, Philadelphia. 5 



John Fiblp to John £vans» 

Respected Friend, 

I wish thou would be calm and disposed to a friend* 
fy conversation. I slhall communicate the purport of thy note to 
C. C. and J. W. and wish thou would be in the way at five 
o'clock, intending to accompany them to thy house, notwith* 
standing the reluctance that appears on thy part. 

I am, thy friend, 

JOHN FIELD, 
6th mo. 7th day, 1806. 

Returned by John Evans, without opening, and by my son 
Joseph} the bearer. J. F. 



John Evans's note to Caleb Ca&malt. 

John Evans' as an assignee to the estates of John Field 
amd John Field and . Son, respects to Caleb Carmalt, and in* 
fi>nns he received this day a note from John Field, and he 
mentions his intentions of calling on him this day in company 
yith thee and Jonathan WilUs.-»»The note from John Field I 
consider bespeaks bis effrontery and I trust you will not en* 
courage a person who acts so unjustly as he has done to his 
creditors, and as citizens I hope your aid in endeavouring to 
have Uie just demand of his assignees effected by his deliveiing 
all his papers relating to the deed of trust to me» as it has been 
in a jomt capacity desired of him about a month since, and 
wliich he unjustly detains to the injury of his creditors. 

Enclosed is a copy of a note sent him, and though I do not 
expect you would inmide on pe as a citizen and assignee to 
those estates, and 'ehcoi!btage-him to counteract our intentions, 
^my civil rights I hold- in' high estimation) though as Mends 
aivi feUow citizens,^ I resrpect you, and your company, as sucll^ 

■£■"' 
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vben cbnveniept, -would be acceptaWe, though not with JohBi 
Fie id. John Evans* 

P. S. John Field called on WDliam Dawson, yesterday, and 
requested him to accompany him and Ellis Yamall on a visit to 
me, but he did not choose to ei>courage such improper con-< 
duct, and as a creditor of John Field amongst others, he com«>. 
plains of his unjust conduct. 

Philadelphia, 6th mo. 7th, 180& 
To Caleb Carmalt. 



It 



November 21, ?• m. 

Hannah Elliot^ ajirmed. ^lestion. Have you the mir-. 
nutes of the Women*s Monthly Meeting ? Answer. Yes. 
The first minute respecting this case was made 27'th 2d mo. 
1806, and is as follows : " A paper was handed us from 
Men Friends, signed by John and Barbara Evans, stating- 
that they consider themselves no way responsible to the So* 
ciety, and no longer members thereof. And a letter addres- 
sed to the Meeting was also received from her, explaining 
her reasons for the relinquishment of her membership.—^ 
Friends being much e:2(ercised under the affecting circum* 
stance, believe it right to leave the sujyect under considera- 
tion of the meeting another month." 

Sd mo. 26, 1807, to wit. '.t»The proposal of Barbara Evans 
was again revived, but Friends apprehending it best to deli- 
berate further thereon, it is accordingly referred to a future 
meeting. ^ 

4th mo* 30th. ** The subject relative to Barbara Evans 
was again resumed, and after a weighty consideration on the 
important matter, it appears to be the judgment of the meet- 
mg, that it will be right, at least, to endeavour to obtain a con- 
ference with her, for which purpose Hannah Clark, Susannah 
Haydock, and Jane Pearce, are appointed.'' 

Defendants counsel' offer to read minute dated 5 mo* 28. 
Levy objects on the ^ound of its being after the trespass • 
complained of. 

Lewis. I wish the Court to look at the minute, it has not 
much bearing ^ny way^ 

By the Court, I cannot get over the principle of the ob- 
jection ; the evidence must be over-ruled, 

H. Elliot^ in continuation. The men defendants were not 
consulted respetjS'i^g the appointment of this committee ; they 
Jsad no knowledge of it — ^they have no knowledge of the pro- 
ceedings of women's meeting, until they are regularly brought 
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before them by message. — A complaint against a woman ^ 
always made to the Women^s Meeting — the disownment is 
the act of the men. There was no charge against Barbara 
Evans. The first introduction of her name on the niinute, 
was in consequence of papers relating to her relinquishment 
of membership, which came from the Men's Meeting. 

Hannah Clark's hearing is very defective ; she is very deaf 
——it is usual for her to draw near to a person when she is 
desirous of hearing what is said ; she has often observed her 
put her hand on the arm of a person she wishes to address. 

Rachel Cruckshank a^r?we//— says she has been acquainted 
with Hannah Clark upwards of 30 years. Intimately for the 
Jast 15 or 20 years-*-her hearing has been deficient for many 
years, but more so for the last 12 years. 

A person must speak loud to be heard by her — it is usual 
for her when addressing a person, to lay her hand on the ana 
— this is done to engage attention. — She never knew her to 
do it with design to commit an assault and battery. 

Samuel Bettle^ affirmed. I was one of the cc^mitteie 
of nine appointed to take the resignation and letter accom- 
panying it into consideration. There were several rea» 
sons for delaying of the consideration — 1st, because the re- 
signation was accompanied with a letter, ^pd stipulating a 
condition, that the letter should be presented to the Monthly 
Meeting. — 2d, Because the subject was a very important 
one, one that nev-er had been exhibited to the consideration 
of the Society before. In coqsequence of the novelty of the 
thing, we thought it proper to deliberate upon it, and alsQ^ 
from the strong desire we felt to shew every indulgence and 
respect to John Evans, we were willing to permit him to 
have time to consider. Another reason was, as he supposed 
be had not had justice done him, we were desirous that by 
removing this resignation, the Society might have an oppo]> 
tunity of proceeding in his case, as if he were a member, 
and doing complete justice to him. If we had consulted our 
own ease, we should have made a short business of it—- t>ut 
that is the mode we transact our business — the design is the 
general benefit of the Society.— 'After all our efforts to pro- 
duce a spirit of hannony and brotherly love, and finding 
them ineffectual, we took the course stated in the minutes, 
and accepted his resignation. After some preliminary steps 
being taken, it becomes the duty of the Overseers to pro- 
duce a meeting of the parties ; if they cannot procure this, 
they are bound by the discipline to present the case to the 
Preparative Meeting — ^their duty is not only tp settle differen- 
ces, but to remove aJOl spirit of hostility out of their minjds. 



46 

A-fter the case had been in th^ Preparatiye Meeting sattt 
time, a. young man, a nephew I think of }• Evans's, rose iU 
the back part of the meeting and stated, that John Evans was 
dissatisfied with the conduct of the Overseers in the busi- 
ness ; in consequence of this statement, the meeting, with k 
view to satisfy every party, at once delayed the proceedings^ 
^nd directed die committee to enquire into the proceedings 
of the Overseers — the committee reported that they hm, 
investigated the proceedings of the Overseers, and founil 
them to be correct. 

When a female has a cause of complaint against another, 
the mode by our discipline is to endeavour an accommoda^^ 
tion ; if this cannot be obtained, then to apply to the Over* 
seers to interfere. 

There was no charge against Barbara Evans ; her intro- 
duction to the meeting was her own act ; she was joined in 
the paper with her husband— ^he men had nothing to do 
with her in the first instsnce.—- After J. E's resignation was 
accepted, the men heard nothing on the subject of Barbara's, 
until it came from ' the Womeirs Meeting on the 28th of 
5th mb. 1807, by report.— The Men's Meeting had no agen-« 
cy in the appointment of the yeomen. 

The Men and tbe Women's Meeting are distinct from 
^ch other ; they have separate funds, and act separately. 
When a person is disowned, a committee is appointed to de- 
liver the minute of disownment to him, and to inform him* 
of his right to appeal to a higher meeting if he is dissatis- 
fied, which right may be exercised without assigning any rea- 
son therefor. — ^We maintain our poor, and in case of hus- 
band and wife, if one party is, and the other is not a mem- 
ber, rather than separate them, we think it our duty to main- 
tain both. 

An appeal from a Monthly is taken to the Quarterly, and 
from thence to the Yearly Meeting. There was no other dif- 
feretice in the treatment of John Evans's case from that of 
others, except an universal forbearance in his favour. 

I know of no instance in which the Monthly Meeting 
have disowned without first visiting the party. 

A book of the discipline is kept by each clerk of the se- 
veral meetings, for the use and inspection of the members ; 
every member has a right to peruse it, on application ; there- 
fore, there was a meeting specially held for the purpose of 
handing it to the members. 

Mr. Hcdhwell^ on behalf the defendants, produced the 
book of discipline, and read as follows : 
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** If occasiohd <)f differetttes arise betwieiM any of cralr meti»> 
Iftrs about their properQ^^ it is recommended that the par- 
ties proceed in the following manner : 

" JLet the party who thinks him or herself aggrieved, 
calmly and kindly request the other to comply widi the de»- 
insmd ; and, if this be disputed, the complaint, or if he or 
she live at too great a distance, borne iriend whom they may 
authorise, should take with him one or two of the Overseers, 
or other discreet friends, and in their presence repeat the de^ 
nia'nd.-- - 

" If this step also fails of the desired effect, the parties 
should be advised to choose a suitable number of friends as 
^tirbitrators, and mutually engage by bond or other written in- 
strument adapted to the occasion, to abide by their determi- 
nation. 

^^ Should this proposal be acceded to, and abitrators ac* 
icordingly chosen, they ought, as speedily as circumstances 
will admit, to appoint time and place, and attend to the bu- 
siness without unnecessary delay ; giving the parties a fair 
tad full hearing in the presence of each other, but listening 
to neither of them apart, nor suffering their own sentiments 
to be known abroad till they have fully digested the subject 
and come to a clear decision, which they should be careful to 
do within the time agreed on. 

** But if either of the said parties shall refuse to submit the 
matter in dispute to arbtiratbrs, or when that is done, neg* 
lect to give his or her attendance when desired, without a 
sufficient reason being assigned ; or not abide by their award 
when issued, in either of these cases, the offender should be 
complained of to the Monthly Meeting of which he or she is 
a member ; and if they cannot be brought to a sense of their 
error, the said meeting should declare its disunion with them, 
ittiless such person make it evident to the satisfaction of the 
meeting that the award is erroneous or unjust. In which 
case the matter in dispute may be referred either to the simie 
or other arbitrators as the meeting shall judge best ; and their 
award shall be final. After which, if either of the parties at 
variance, prove so regardless of peace and unity as not to ac- 
quiesce in such corrected determination, the Monthly Meet- 
ing they belong to should issue a testimony against him or 
her so refusing. 

*' Where arbitrators are at a loss for want of legal know- 
ledge, it may be proper for them, at the joint expense of the 
parties, to take the opinion of counsel learned in the law, in 
order to come at a proper judgment of the matter referred to 
tbem. And that they may the better answer the end of their 
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appointment, and be helpful in conciliating the minds of the 
parties, they ought not to consider themselves as Advocates 
for those by whom they are chosen, but as men whose duty 
it is to judge righteously, fearing the Lord. They should 
as much as may be, shun all previous information respecting 
the case ; or, having heard any thing on it, stand unbiassed 
thereby. — ^^fhey should reject no evidence or witness pro- 
posed, nor receive any but in the presence of both parties ; 
and in their award, they need not assign any reason for their 
determination. 

" And whereas there may be some circumstances even in 
disputed matters, wherein the foregoing wholesome metha4 
of proceeding cannot be complied with ; such as^ 1st, Tb^ 
party absconding, or leaving the country with design to de- 
fraud his or her creditors, or, 2nd, That the going through 
the meeting by the time it must necessarily take up^ might be 
a manifest damage to the creditor or claimant, by other peo- 
ple's postponing him or her, as in cases of apparent danger 
of bankruptcy,' or the party being overloaded with debts, and 
other creditors generally coming on ; or, 3rd, That there 
may be danger of future damage to such as submit thereto^ 
as in the case of executoi's, administrators, or trustees ; 
it may therefore be necessarj-, and it is advised, that the 
Monthly Meeting where such cases happen, do hold excus- 
ed such as shall, in the two first mentioned circumstances in 
this paragraph, appear to them to be Veally necessitated to pro- 
ceed at law ; and in the latter case of executors, administra- 
tors or trustees, where it shall appear to the meeting, that our 
friendly way would be unsafe, such may be permitted to 
have the matter tried at law, with this caution, that the par- 
ties on both sides do behave towards each other in brotherly 
love, decency, and moderation, without anger or animosity,, 
which will be a becoming testimony even in courts, and shoW 
that nothing but the nature of the case, and our station in 
common with others, under the law;5 of the land, bring any 
of us there." 

Rtdes of Decipline^ title^ Arbitrations^ p. 3* 

" Friends are every where exhorted to maintain a strict 
watch over themselves and each other against the subtle and 
mischievous spirit of tale bearing and detraction— the mani- 
fest tendency of which is to lay waste the unity of the body, 
bv sowing the seeds of disesteem, strife and discord among 
brethren and neighbours ; as well as to unfit those who either 
propagate or listen to evil reports, for being of that service 
to the persons reflected upon, which they might be if the or- 
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der prescribed by our blessed Lord to his church, was strict« 
If observed, viz. ** If thy brother shall trespass against thee, 
go and tell him his fault between thee and him alone : if he 
shall hear thee, thou bast gained thy brother* But if he wffl 
not hear thee, dien take with thee one or two more, that in 
the mouths of two or three witnesses, every word may be 
established. And if he shall neglect to hear them, tell it to 
the church ; but if he neglect to hear the church, let him be 
ttito thee as an heathen man and a publican. 

" It is therefore advised that, in whomsoever this weak- 
ness appears, it may be immediately checked ; and if any one 
jgfves way to it, to the obvious injury of another's reputation 
iir interest, let him or her be faithfully admonished ; and if they 
persit, and cannot be prevailed with to give due satis- 
faction, the Preparative or Monthly Meeting should be in- 
formed of it, and deal further with them ; when, if this pro- 
duce not the desired effect, they should be testified against. 

** And if any member who offends in this respect, shelters 
him or herself under a pretence, that they say no more than 
they have heard from others, but will not discover who they 
are, such reporters or tale-bearers should in like manner be 
dealt with, and testified against, as being themselves the au- 
thors." 

Ibid^ tttky Defamation and Detraction^ /?. 29. 30. 

'* The connection and subordination of our meetings for 
^scipline are thus : The Preparative Meetings are accoun- 
table to the Monthly ; Monthly to the Quarterly ; and the 
Quarterly to the Yearly Meeting." 

Ibid^ title^ Discipline^ j&. 3 1 . 

Women's Monthly Meetings, are, " To inspect and re- 
lieve the wants of the poor of their own sex ; and where 
Aeir own funds are insufficient, they are to apply to the 
Men's Meeting for their aid, and for their concurrence, as 
cases shall require." ' 

iSirf, title ^ WomerCs Meetings^ /. 1 1 9. 

*^ As the use and design of Preparative Meetings is in 
ijgeneral to digest and prepare business as occasion may re- 
quire, which may be proper to be laid before the Monthly 
Meeting, Friends ought to be careful therein, not to occa- 
^ sion unnecessary dek«ys, or undertake to decide on any bu- 
siness which claims attention and care in Monthly Meetings. 
And when cases are agreed to be carried forward, they should 
ht entered in writing, and some suitable friend, or friends 
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named to product them to the Monthly Me^fjmgs, i^d pfo* 
per notes thereof should be carefully preserved by the olerkii 
of the Preparative Meetings, as to said mpetings may ap* 
pear useful and right." 

3i(lj titkf LliscipHne^ p* 37« 

*'*' Executors and trustees, are advised to a faithful and 
punctual discharge of their respective trusts, according to this 
intent of the donors and testators ; and both they and tbifi 
meetings concerned in any charitable gifts, legacies or be* 
quests, to take special care that these be not perverted or 
appropriated to any other uses than such as the donors or 
testators have directed and enjoined t^y legal setdement, wiO 
or testsMnent. 

Ibidj titkj Donations, p. 38. 

Adjourned* 



Thursday, Novembea 22, A. u. 

S. Settle, (at his own desire.) I recollect that another 
member rose and expressed himself dissatisfied with the 
young man's (Redman's) mode of proceeding, and that he 
ought to sit down. But the meeting over-ruled this objec* 
tion, and proceeded into die enquiry of the conduct of the 
Overseers. 

Mr. Hallowell. — If the Court please, and you Gendemen 
of the Jury :— I appear here with my colleagues on the part 
of the defendants, and I assure you, that in the prosecution of 
this cause, we shall regulate our conduct according to the 
rules and in the manner suggested by the bench. If I un- 
derstood the Court it is ^hat we shall be at liberty to investi- 
gate into the facts, as far back as relates to the complaint 
made in the early part of 1806, and shall confine ourselvon 
within those limits. We shall shew that a complaint wa8 
made to the Preparative Meeting by one of the members of 
the Society against John Evans, another member of the same 
Society, and that it was proceeded upon by that meeting ac- 
cording to the rules and discipline established for the regul%* 
tion and government of the Society.^— That J. Evans was re- 
quired by the Overseers to have an interview and confer- 
ence with the member who had complained, to which John 
Evans refused to submit. We shall then introduce a witness* 
to shew the conduct of the committee appointed (in conse- 
quence of the letter of resignation) to wait upcm Barbara 
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Evans, and shew there was nothing like force or violence in 
thte case. We shall introduce Jonathan Willis, a member of 
the Society, and one of the defendants in this cause, to prove 
that the acts of the three women are not to be considered 
the acts of the men, who are made defendants, as the three 
women were appointed by the women's meeting, and with- 
out the interference of the men's meeting — of course that 
there is no ground to implicate them in the offence if any 
was committed. 

Brackenrtdge Justice. The point in this case I take to 
be, whether the Society, to which the defendants belong, do 
not constitute a body where the individuals act for the whole, 
and every one of the Society is eventually interested in the 
cause. 

HaUowelL I hold in my hand a case in which it was de- 
termined that a man was admissible as a witness, although^ 
he was named as one of the parties. 

Brackenridge^ J. I am not prepared to assume this point 
of the case, for it is not clear that the men )iad no agency. . 

Lewis. We do not ask the Court to assume it.— It is our 
right by presumption in law. 

HalhrwelL In the case of Barret v. Gore^ 3 AtL 401, it is 
decided that a man not interested in the event, tho' named 
in the suit, may be a witness in the case, and in Paddock v. . 
Brovm^ et ah 3 P. Williams^ 288. It is said to be a good rule 
at law, that where to a suit there are never so many defend- 
ants, if the plaintiff cannot give evidence against a defendant, 
he may be called as a witness for a co-defendant ; and so it 
is in equity— else it would be in the power of the plaintiff to 
take off all the defendant's witnesses, by naming them in the 
. action. Now it is clear from the statement we already have 
' of the evidence, that the men cannot be impeached for the 
trespass of the women. 

Levy. This person is one of the Overseers of the Meet- 
ingj and it must be evident to every one that he is in connex- 
ion with the other defendants as trespassers, and the admis- 
sion of the opposite council's doctrine would lead to infer* 
ences of a dangerous and hazardous nature, and prevent the 
fair investigation of truth. It is for the Judge to decide 
upon the admissibility of a witness, and not leave it in the 
power of one of the parties to create testimony out of a de- 
fendant J and we are pledged to exhibit evidence which im- 
plicates Jonathan Willis, as well as all the other men defend- 
ants, but we have not thought it proper in the first instance. 
It would subject the Judge to a dangerous responsibility, if 
he were at this stage of the cause to decide upon the eligU ^ 
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bility of a witness, who is accused of the offence, for it will 
appear in the conclusion that he ought not to have beea 
beard, and you cannot remove the impression made on the 
mind of the Jury, altho' they may be ultimately satisfied that 
he was an interested witness, the effect of his testimony can- 
not be wholly destroyed. — ^ITie Judge cannot reinstate the 
matter. The present is therefore a question of a very delicate 
nature, and the Judge's power ought to be evcrcised with 
great caution. The case in 3 Atk. only goes to shew that a 
man named in the cause may be a witness if he is not inte- 
rested in the event, but he cantsot be a witness if by possi- 
bility he is liable to costs. But Jonathan Willis is an Over- 
seer of the Monthly Meeting, and liable for any offence 
committed under the discipline of Aie Society of which he i3 
a principal member, and certainly liable to the costs add 
^damages. This is not an act of the women's meeting alone^ 
for as no offence had been given by the plaintiff^s wife, she 
could not be subjected to the discipline of the women, and 
it was the men who instigated the women's meeting, (by 
sending her resignation and letter of refusal) to have any 
conference with any of them in the character of a committee 
of the Society. If Barbara Evans had given no offence,' 
and no offence is pretended to have been given, they could 
4iot undertake to deal with her, but if the men's meeting had 
not turned over the papers to the women, the trespass al- 
ledged to have been committed by the women's committee, 
might not have been committed. The men themselves com- 
menced, or to speak technically took the incipient step, and 
are therefore liable through every stage of the business, and 
it appears to me from the rules of the Society, that the dan . 
maaes to be awarded will be paid out of the general funds 
of «ie Society, as in the case of the seizure of the Bature|; J 
for which an action has been brought against the late Presi- 
dent of the U. S., in case damages are awarded for the tres- 
pass, the money must be paid out of the common funds of 
the nation. And this appears to be the case from the book 
of discipline under the head ** Women's Meetings" where 
it is said " Women's Monthlv Meetings are, first to in- 
spect and relieve the wants of the poor of their own sex ; and 
when their funds are insufficient, they are to apply to the 
men's meeting for their aid, and for their concurrence, as 
the cases shall require." So that tho' they have some small 
funds of their own, when they are insufficient they are to 
fipply to the funds of the men. And that both men and wo- 
fnen have a concurrent power and are equally responsible in 
cases of disownment, is proved by the third section under 
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^ tame head, ^^ they are to appoint a suitable number of 
Overseers who are to treat with offenders of their own sex ; 
tliat their cases be laid before the women^s Preparative meet- 
ing, and if needful their Monthly Meeting, which should 
proceed to deal further with such delinquents, and report the 
result of their labours to the men's meeting; and if further 
dealing is expedient, the men should appoint a committee to 
unite with the women therein ; the report of which joint 
committee is to be made to each meeting, and the women 
having considered the same, are to inform the men's meet- 
iBg of their sense thereon, and the subject to be finally re- 
sulted by the men : but when a case is brought by the wo- 
men into the men^s meeting, if on solid consideration furdier 
dealing does not appear to be needful, and the men are most 
easy to issue it, a committee should be appointed to pre- 
pare a testimony of disownment, which when approved, is to 
be sent to the women's meeting for their concurrence and 
care in delivering it to the party." 

It appears that the women's meeting is merely a brarfch 
glowing out of the men's meeting, and they only act to a 
certain extent in their dealings with their own sex ; but if 
the last measure of their discipline is to be taken, the men 
ultimately act ,• and in the present case, if Barbara Evans is 
disowned, it will be by the incipient act of the men, and by 
their ultimate act.— -Under these circumstances it is scarce- 
ly possible to say the men defendants have not an interest in 
uie event, and it would be hazardous and dangerous so to 
deslde, for the Judge and jury may disagree in such a deci- 
sion* The case cited from 3 P. Williams^ 288, is incorrect 
in the general dictum, as appears from 1 Skinner^ 673, where 
llo/t^ Ch. J. observes, " a defendant in battery or trespass, 
riot, &c. shall be admitted to give evidence, except process 
be sued against him, or he appear and plead, though not a 
party to the issue, in which cases he shall not be sworn if it 
appear upon the trial that such evidence would have been 
given against him, that it would have been a question to the 

{'ury, if he be guilty or not, if the jury had been charged with 
lim." So that the case in P, Williams is not analogous ; the 
principle in 3 AtJk* 401, is correct, but it must be demon- 
strated that he is not interested, or even by possibility liable 
to costs. 

Mn Lewis. The case of Cotton v. Luttrelly 1 Atk*451^ is 
analogous. The Lord Chancellor said, " the reason why per- 
sons, who at law are put into the simul cum^ are yet admitted 
as witnesses, is, that they may not be made parties to a cause 
only to take off their evidence ; but notwithstanding this^ if ;J 
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there is a strong evidence against the sitmcl cdfn man that lie 
is a parttceps oriminis^ the Court will exclude him from be- 
ing a witness."— As to Lady CheMre^ the objection depends 
on the consideration, whether she has properly been made a 
defendant, &c. 

Mr. Ingersol then referred to the case read from 1 Sktn" 
nefj 673, to shew that the one cited from 1 Ati. had nothing 
to do with the question. 

Mr. Levy. The criterion is, where the party is joined in 
oVder to deprive the defendant of his evidence ; but in the 
present case the men's meeting are made parttceps crtminisj 
and this corresponds with the doctrine laid down by Gilbert 
page 131, and referred to in Peake. " But if any person be 
arbitrarily made £^ defendant to prevent his testimony in the 
cause, he shall not prevail by that artifice, but the defendant 
against whom nothing is proved, shall be sworn notwithstand^ 
ing ;" and so it is in Buller^ N. P. 285. 

Brackenridge^ J. It is on the same principle which would 
warrant a Judge to order a noli prosequi* 

Mr. Lewis. If there is propable cause of action made out 
against the defendant, he is not a witness ; but if no pro- 
bable cause is shewn, then he is a good witness, and if 
the judge is called upon to determine on the admissibility of 
the witness, he must deliberate carefully, and decide upoa 
the judgment he forms, from a knowledge of all the circum- 
stances of the case ;-*-he will examine how far a person is 
interested in the event, and if he finds that he is indifferent to 
the parties, and only made a defendant with a view to pre- 
vent his testimony from going to the jury in favor of the co-' 
defendants, the judge will rule such defendant to be admit* 
ted. I have stated this to be the true rule, and I do not know 
that it is different from the opinion of the Court. Now then 
let us apply the rule. Has the plaintiff connected Jonathan 
Willis with the women defendants, or any way affected him J 
John Evans has, however, given you an account of his being 
disowned or turned out of the Society j but that appears to 
have been in consonance with the regular discipline of the 
meeting, and his own desire. Then John Evans is out of the 
case ; and has not been trespassed against by the men, who 
only carried into effect John Evans's desire, for he had sent 
in his resignation, upon being dealt with by the Overseers, for 
an offence in not complying with the discipline of the meeting, 
wliich resignation was accepted them by ; the women had no- 
thing to* do with this case. Now with respect to Barbara 
Evans, how stands the facts t She was never charged with 
committing an offence, but being displeased with the 
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conduct of the men's meeting in respect of her hus- 
band, she sent in her resignation to them j — ^this was a ne\l| 
case, and the men could not proceed upon it ; the men could 
not undertake to condemn a female who was not under deal- 
ing at all, but who had merely said she would no longer be a 
member, owing to What had happened to her husband. — They 
therefore kanded the paper to womeii friends for their care 
m regard to Barbara Evans ; and the women friends ap- 
pointed a committee to confer with her on the subject of her 
resignation, they endeavoured to obtain an interview with 
her, no doubt but from the best of motives, their appoint- 
ment was a lawful act, and for a lawful purpose ; but I go 
further ; if it was a lawful appointment, and one of the per- 
sons appointed should, in the execution of her trust, com- 
mit a trespass upon an individual, I say the other two are not 
implicated, much less the men friends who did not appoint 
them.— If then the women's moti\ys were good ; if they went 
with a benevolent intention to reclaim Barbara Evans, shall 
it be said that the appointment v#&^ mad« for the diabolical 
purpose of going to commit an assault and battery, by 
wounding and bruising her husband.^ — I felt surprise, if not 
indignation, at hearing the charge in the declaration, and 
looked at the persons who were charged with these heinous 
#ffences ; three feeble, aged and quiet women ; but the one 
who is said to have committed the assault, appears the most 
feeble of the whole, and with respect to the other two, there 
is no evidence that they moved off the pavement. 

Mr. Ingersol said, that one of the women was standing by 
Mr. Evans, when Hannah Clark went up and put her hand 
#n his breast. 

Mr. Lewis. It does not appear in evidence that there was 
any assault, for after Hannah Clark had stepped up to him 
and laid her hand upon his breast, he retired into the entry, 
and finally invited the three women into the parlour. 

Mr. Ingersol denied that he invited them in, but, when 
they had forced themselves into tjie entry, he asked them in- 
to the parlour. 

Mr. Lewis. Be that as it may, the men's meeting had no- 
thing to do with the affair, even if they had concurred in the 
appointment, they were justified, because it was in a lawful 
act, for H lawful purpose, from benevolent motives, and, 
therefore, we are strictly right in offering this witness, against 
whom no probable cause has been sfhewn ; he was not pre- 
sent, and for aught we know, might have been 100 mdles 
distant at the time* 
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so 

Mr. IngersoL The language of the authorities, is not as 
stated by Mr. Lewis ^ that there must be probable cauae^' 
but only that there is no evidence against the parly ; it seems 
to be the opinion of Gilbert^ BuUer^ and the others, that if 
there is evidence to raise a question to go to a Jury for 
their decision, it is suificient. And so cautious have the 
Judges in Pennsylvania been in exercising this power, that I 
do not recollect a single instan(*e in which it has been exer- 
cised : and you will be cautious how you take this case out of 
the general rule, unless it be warranted by particular circum- 
stances ; but the particular circumstances in this case afford 
no warrant ; I refer to the letter of resignation sent into the 
Men's Meeting by John and Barbara Evans, after which I 
say the Society had no right to exercise ecclesiastical autho- 
rity over them ; yet they did exercise it, and, iu the exercise of 
it, a trespass was committed ; — that the right to exercise ec- 
clesiastical jurisdiction o|[er these persons having ceased, the 
exercise of it was an unlaiwful act, which the men are proved 
to have concun*ed in, if not authorised by their proceedings, 
when they referred the case of Barbara Evans to women 
friends. As on the 27th of 2d month, (February) her case 
was handed over to women friends for their care therein.— 
Now I meet the position of Mr. Lewisj when he enquired, 
whether, when several persons go on a lawful business, and 
one commit a trespass, the others are liable ? Was this a law- 
ful business ? Had the friends, either men or women a right 
to take measures of deeding \vith them ? I say no.— The right, 
of separating themsel\^es froim this Society, is secured to Mr* 
and Mrs. Evans, by our constitution, and after they ex- 
ercised it, I contend that the appointment and visitation of 
the committee was illegal, especially after they had forbidden 
any of the friends, as such, to come to their house. Any 
member may separate himself from a religious body — and 
the body cannot compel them to remain or return ; such at- 
tempts are acts of usurpation and tyranny. Jonathan Willis 
is an Overseer of the men's meeting, and as such, handed 
the case of Barbara Evans to the women's meeting for their 
care therein ; that the women's committee committed a tres- 
pass in entering a dwelling they were forbidden to enter- 
without impeaching their motives, we say their conduct was 
reprehensible, and for that the Men's Society are responsible. 

Brockenrtdgey J. The appointment was to endeavour to 
obtain a conference. If in their endeavour to obtain a confer- 
ence an unlawful act was committed, I am not prepared to 
say that the womens's meeting who sent them, would 
not be answerable ; nor am I prepared to say under the evi- 
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dence given, that the men's meeting are not aniswersible for 
any act of the women in their Society capacity ; I am not jwe- 
pared to say that there has been no evidence whatever given 
against the defendants. I think the principle, no evidence^ is 
the true one^ not whether the evidence is material or strong. 
The point referred to me is what will ultimatly be determine 
ed by the Jury in a verdict for either the plaintiff or de* 
fendants, ind perhaps by the time, of charging the Jury, I 
shall be prepared to give an opinion. I therefore now over- 
rule the testimony and reserve the point. 

John FohpelU affirmed.-^l was one of the committee ap- 
pomted by the Preparative Meeting to visit J. Evans, on (he 
subject of the difference. The committee consisted of Win. 
Wilson, Abraham Leddon, and myself; Wm. Wilson bcuBg 
related to J. Evans's family was on that account excused from 
wmting on him. Abraham Leddon and myself called on 
him, were kindly received, we had one or two conferences ; 
we informed him verbally what had been stated to the Pre- 
parative meeting,— he complained of the Book of Discipline 
being kept from him. It was a mistake, any member ha- 
ving liberty to see it, on application therefor. I told him I 
would get it for him, which 1 did, and left it at his house, 
he kept it as long as he wished perhaps a day or two ; at the 
next preparative meeting, thinking it a difficult case, John 
Jones, Samuel P. Griffiths, David Bacon and John Elliot^ 
were added to the committee. We afterwards visited him 
several timos. I do not remember that John Evans availed 
himself of his resignation or made any objection to our 
visiting him as a committee. 

^es. By a Juryman. Did Evans tell the committee that 
•he did not consider himself subject to the Chuch discipline. 
Ans. I don't recollect that he did. 

Cross-examined* John Evans was at times a good deal 
complaining, I don't remember that he was very vmwell. I 
know not that he ever retracted his resignation. 

Levy, Did you not receive from John Evans two letters^ 
that is, one beside the letter you mentioned in your evidence. 
It was yesterday said by the court that they would not exa- 
mine into the proceedings of these ecclesiastical meetings, any 
more than into the proceedings of a court of record, as they 
would presume them to be right 'till the contrary appeared, 
nor would they question the purity of their motives. When 
that dictum was laid dewn we had only the facts of what had 
taken place from the records of their proceedings, but much 
additional light has since been thrown upon the subject, i dd . 

not observe by a careful perusal of my uotes^ that we hitd an Jk 




opportunity of impeaching the proceedings ef their meet- 
ing for the first day, but since that they have not rested their 
case on thoSvi proceedings, but the defendants have attempt- 
ed to bolster up their cause by laying before the Jury facts, in- 
dependent of their religious proceedings, they entered into the 
wide field of fact, and the remote regions of evidence, to shew 
that all the proceedings of their body were correct and right, 
that they have merits in their cause beyond the legal pre- 
sumption : In the testimony of Samuel Settle, you find a 
full and laboured vindication of the pi-oceedings and disci- 
pline of their meetings, the reasons were assigned as govern- 
ing their proceedings, and we wish to shew that their pro- 
ceedings are not so strictly correct as has been stated, and 
w^iivish to shew that in our case they are not deserving of the 
eulopum so lavishly bestowed upon them* Is it competent for 
them to shew what magnifies their cause and weakens that of 
the plaintiff without our being permitted to rebut it? The 
letter we refer to charges them with not doing him complete 
justice in respect to his resignation. 

Brackenridge^ J. You proposed to ask the witness a ques- 
tion, what is it ? 

Levy, ^es. Did you receive a letter from John Evans 
beside one already mentioned, of the import I stated. 

Ans. As far as I recollect, he handed us a letter or paper at 
the time, but I think it was an account current. 

^es. Did he not tell you the substance of it ? 

Ans. I suppose he did, but I don't recollect. 

Levy* This is a copy of that letter, what did you do with 
the original ? 

Ans. I suppose we banded it to the Preparative Meeting. 

Rawle. If we pursued the course alluded to by the oppo- 
site counsel, it was in consequence of the opinion of the court, 
and their agreement that we should give in evidence the pro- 
ceedings of the meetings, their minutes, &c« whilst this was 
doing they offered in evidence a letter of John Evans's, which 
was refused because it was creating evidence for themselves, 
and leading us into a view of the whole ground of contro- 
versy between John Evans and John Field, a much wider 
field than is included in this case, and ground too wide and 
extensive for us to travel over. 

Tilghman. True we gave in evidence the proceedings in 
the Preparative Meeting, and in the Monthly Meeting, and 
it was necessary for us to do so, as the trespass and assault 
and battery are charged upon three ladies and ten gentlemen, 
it was necessary to connect the gentlemen with the ladies, 
for certainly the gentlemen themselves would not th^nk us 



tb let the complaint rest against the ladies alone. It was ne* 
cessary also to shew the resignation of Mr. Evans and l^fi 
wife, to shew the legal effect ; but the counsel for the defeii'* 
dants have not confined themselves to the written testimonjr 
with respect to the present witness, they have asked him off 
die conversations with the plaintiff, and surely all that passed 
ought to come out, the written as well as the oral communi- 
cations. ; 

Mr. Levy agreed with Mr. Tilghman^ that all ought to 
come out, for the plaintiff's conversation with the conunit- 
tee^did not contain all his defence : from the condition of his 
health and other circumstances, it could not be expected it 
should ; the letter was written to refresh his memory and 
ought to be heard. I say with Judge Peters^ on a memorilKf 
trial, ^ let in all the light you can— bring all the evideno^m- 
to Ae court-room, let the lawyers thresh it, and if it contains 
a grain of any weight it will come out, but if it be only chaff, 
when the jury get it, they will find it light." 

Mr. Rcnvle. I shall make no reply to the eloquence of the 
eeatleman who has thought it necessary to connect the gen* 
uemen widi the ladies ; but I am sorry he should distress 
diem from politeness, and make them co-defendants, in or- 
der to punish them for another's fault. 

Brackenridge^ J. It has been correctly stated, diat on 
die part of the plaintiff, evidence was admissible, so far as re- 
spected die trespass alledged in the declaration, and what 
was necessary to cany the alledged trespass to the other de- 
fendants by legal construction ; — Whence evidence of the asso- 
ciation and of the facts which tlie law would construe parti- 
cipation. The defence to this, goes into what he consi- 
;.; 'deredf only, as repelling the idea of malice, in excuse or jus- 
>'^ tification as they might be disposed to use it. — It therefore 
^ becomes not me to reject evidence tending to rebut the testi- 
mony already given. If it should lead to a consideration of 
die grounds ofthe controversy before the committee, it will 
be the consequence of the evidence on the part of die defen- 
dants ; but as has been said, it does not necessarily follpw, that 
it will be given, I mean such evidence : for it is on the ground 
of a paper delivered to the witness, which has already been 
given on the part of the defendants as received by them, that 
we admit it.— -On this ground it is admitted. 

Mr. Levy then proceded to read a letter frpm John Evans 
to Abraham Leddon and John Folwell, dated 24th 9th mo. 
1806, and certificate of John £• Redman, and Holland ^a- 
nexed. 
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Joair EvAKS» to Abraham Leddon and John Fotvn&tt* 
1^ Pfdladelfifday 9 mo, 2Mh 1806. 

jRbSPECTED FEIENDS9 

Abraham LeddoDi 
John Folwell. 

Agreeably to your request 3resterda7, 1 now give you infor* 
xnation hi writmg, of the circumBtances attending of John Field} 
to the Overseer of the Monthly Meeting of the religious society 
of the people called Quakers5 in Philadelphia, and myself. 

The report they made to the Preparative Meeting is- Mse^ 
asifcdiji agree to see John Field on condition of his delivery t» 
in^the dSe papers relating to the deeds of trust, which in jcHnt 
letter to him from all the assi^^^esi lie wxts desired to do, but 
which he has not complied wuti, though he had the letter eight 
or ten weeks previous to the Overseers calling on me, ^sA 
which I informed the Overseers of. I did then and do now coiir 
sider their interference improper, as I know of no cause of com- . 
plaint, and though requested they would not give a specific ofte^ 
or any opportunity of seeing th^ in company widi4hose reji^ 
spectable friends menticmed in the annexed certificate. And I' 
consider their conduct a de&mati<»i of my character, and an' 
ihfiingment of my religious and civil rights, as one of the tcus* 
tees to the estates of. John Fields and John Field and Son ; aod-^ 
it gives him encourageinent to oppose the execution of the trust, 
to his already much injured creditors, and the treatment is 
cniel and unchrist^n. 

* Am your friend 

JOHN EVANS. 

Copy ofCertificate* m, 

Caleb Carmalt called on John Evans by direction, as he saidt 
of the Overseers of the -meeting, and informed John Evans that 
his case with John Field, was to come before the next Prepara- 
tive Meeting. 

John Evans then demanded of Caleb Carmalt as an Overseer, 
the charges ag^ainst him in wriUng, the person who is the accu* 
ser, and the discipline of the society to know wherein he has 
transgressed. </■. ^, 

He also requested an opportunity of a conference with, the 
Overseers, in the presence of Doctor GrifEths, Thomas Har- 
rison, Thomas Parker, David Bacon, and a few other judicious 
men^ before his case came before the meeting, but Caleb Car- 
malt gave him no satisfaction or any assurance that his request 
would be granted, but insisted on its going forward. 












We certify this to be a true statement of fectSy as we wei^ 
present the whole timey being called in by John Evans as. wit* 
nesses. 

Fhiladelfiaiaj July 2^d, 1806* 

Signed, JOHN EU REDMAN, ^ 

NATHANIEL HOLLAND- 

A copy of the above letter and certificate was handed by me 
to Abraham Lieddon, on the morning of the Preparative 
Meeting, 

* JOHN E, REDMAN. 



Xtd€ti SmithiJuH* cMrmed. I was one of the ( iiiiiuJlJIi 
i^iponted by the Montiuy Meetipg respecting the lettdt'' of 
aiQOiith 29lh handed to the ckrk ; it was not entered on the 
fidmiteboc^, it being a novel circumstance, and the resigna- 
^IQB being accompanied with a request that a certain paper 
^k>uld be read* I was one of the committee of three ; we 
ipcre desivpus not to hasten the matter, s^prebending it mi{^ 
liave proceeded from a hasty disposition on the part of Jofaa 
Evans* 

^^^"1!^ disci|£ne required him to see the party complsuning. 
Cras$'€ocamtne(L The rules of dlsciplme are all in priiit; 
I ibink we received a letter from J. Evans, or somebody hi 
ccnmesdon with him ; we did not think it relative to thesub« 
jects of our appointment-—! don't know what has become 
erf it. -^ 

I was present when John Evans's letter was handed to the 
clerk*-— I was one of the committee appointed on that occa- 

i^ aion— •! did not call upon J. E«— Hsome part of the committee 

|r did, but I did not* 

^ ^es. Why was the resignation of John and Barbara 
Evans so long kept off the record i Am. For several reasons* 
In the first place the novelty of the circumstance induced 
care anS hesitation-^^it was an unusual occurrence. Secondly, 
The resignation was accompanied with a letter containing a 
request, Siat the letter might be brought forward ividi the 
resignation,-*^And, thirdly^ We apprehended that 9s it ap« 
pearcd to be a hasfy jyodl^ding on the part of John Evaiu^^ 
ne might perhaps be induced to change his mind ; we hope4 
by dehy to prevail on him to alter his mind* The discimine 
arequired that J. Evans should see J* Field* I believe all idf^ 
rules of our discipline are in print— ^e last edition I 
includes them ^* 




^ueation^ Did the committee receive dxiy letter or pai: 
pers from John Evans ? I think we didr*— I believe a letter 
was put into my hands— «the paper handed me I carried to a 
member of the committee of nine, and on cursory examina* 
tioQ it appeared to contain what was foreign to the object of 
our appointment* I don't know what has become of it. 

Adjdumedf 



November 22d, 4 p. m» 

Mr. HallowelL We shall not be able in consequence of 
the decision of the Court in regard to admitting the testis 
mooy of the Overseers of the men's meeting, who are cxitT 
defendants in this cause, to fill up some chasm in the chain 
of evidence* We shall, therefore, rely on the evidence al- 
ready gtven^ to prove that a complaint was made hy a 
member of the meeting against John Evans ; that he refus<p ^ 
ed to submit himself to the Overseers in conformity to the 
order of discipline of the Society of which he was a member^ 
and in that regular way which would have led to a full iiaves^ 
tigation of tl^e subject of complaint, on which full and am- 
ple justice would have been done to him according to its me* 
rits. But as John Evans refused to proceed in the regular - 
way, it was impossible for the Society to proceed to that 
determination in any other way than that pursued* 

{laving now closed the evidence in this cause on the part 
of the defendants^ I commit ittpyou, under the direction of 
the Court^^^^l commit the further management of it, on their 
behalf, to my learned and able colleagues ;--^appeali)ig to the 
Supreme Judge of the Universe, and Sovereign arbiter 9f ♦ 
the aSairs of men, for the rectitude of our intentions, and the "^ 
purity of bur motives ; — imploring his protection and assise 
tance in support of our religious cause ; that he will be pleas* 
cd to strengthen, in the further prosecution of our defencCi 
^e instruments, upon whom (under him,) we rely for suc- 
cess i-'^^'that he will illuminate your understandings to enable 
yQu to come to a correct decision on a subject, aU important 
io the preservation of our disciplimi^ and the free enjoyment 
of our religious rights* We know, and acknowledge with 
Jiumble reverence, our dependence on him !— that of our- 
l?elvps without him, we can do nothing ! that, unless the 
W I^r4 keep the pity, the w^tchmau waketh but iu vain j ] 
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Mr. Condy offered a letter dated the S9di of August,- 1 806, 
signed John Evans, and directed t<^ John Biddle, clerk of 
the Mondily Meeting. 

Mr. Lewis. This letter is supposed to fall within the prin* 
ciple of the decision of the Court of this morning, if it did, I 
should not object to its being received, but as it does not, I 
ahall object to its being read. Unless I mistook the Courts its 
decision went upon this ground, that in the conversations 
held by the committee with the plaintiff, not only that what 
was said, but all which w;as communicated at the time, should 
be received ; but this letter is not of that kind ; it is not a let- 
ter delivered to a committee as explanatory of a conversation 
held at that time, but it is a letter written afterwards, to wit ; 
on the 27th August, sent to the clerk on the 29th of the same 
ihbnth. It was not read in the meeting, because it was con- 
ridered by the committee aj^inted to examine it, as novel, 
«nd aa setting a dangerous precedent. Though a party may 
avail himself of every thing which happened at the time of 
the conversation already mentioned, yet, he may not avail 
himself of occurrences which happened at another time, and 
, on another occasion ; for if he may, he may make evidence 
for his^self, and every other plaintiff may do the same in 
every other case that comes before the Court. 

Brackenridge^ J. The groimd on which the opinion was 
^delt\'ered this morning, wasy that as the witness had given 
evident as to the conversation with Evans, he was to be 
asked as to other communications, and such ccmimunications 
were to be received ; this letter does not come precisely 
within diat point— -but there is another ground to be taken 
into the argument. The defendants, instead of confining 
themselves to shew that they had no participation with the 
^' women, or confining themselves to shew, the mode and man- 
> ner in which the alledged trespass was committed, they went 
into testimony which shewed their paternal care, great for- 
bearance, and society affection ; and the conduct of the wo- 
men, as one of the branches of the Society, must have been 
the same : this opens the way for the other side to go into 
evidence which will meet that. The letter sent or handed 
to the meeting ("per aliumj or others, and not read or laid 
before the meeting, g^^fc to shew the want of fairness and 
candor, in a branih of the Society, whose conduct was repre- 
sented as just and humane. 

After some little time, Mr. Lewis requested the Qourt to 
jpake a note of this pointy 
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Bratkenridge, J. I have — my opJEion is to the same efFeqt 
as 1 liave t-xpressed it. The deft-ndanis have gone into evi- 
dence as to the proceedings of tht- Society, and this opena 
the way for the plaintiff to meet it. It they have shewn the 
humanity and affection of the Society, evidence may be gi- 
ven to meet that point ;— therefore the letter may be read. 

John Evans, to John Bidsle, Clerk of the Monthly Meetings 

Pliiladdphia, 1 mo. 39/A ISOS. 
Esteemed Fkiend, 

John Biddle, 

I trust thou will do me the justice to hand this to this Monthly 
Meeting, witli the communication I handed ihcc yesterday as 
ibe cause of ray adopting that plan, as I am informed that tho 
Overseeit of the meeting brought forward a compldnt to the 
Preparative Meeting yesterday thus,— " John Evans having 
had a difference with another member of this meeting, he de- 
clines seeing him by himself, or in company of the Overseers 
iM' its accommodatiqn." 

The injuslice of wluch will appear from the following ccr» 
tificate. 

Caleb Carmalt called this day on John Evens by direction (as 
he said) of the Overseers of the nieedng, and informed Joh« 
Evans, that his case witli John Field, wiis to come before the 
next Prep (rative Meeting. 

John Evans then demanded of Ci,lcl> ',.',i'malt,asan Overseer, 
the charges against him in writing ; ',\^^|ierson who is the ac- 
cuser^nd the discipline of the Society ,S*! kttow wherein he has 
trans jessed, 

He also requested an opportunity of a conference with the . 
Overseers, in the presence of Doctor Griffiths, Thomas Har- 
rison, Thomas Parker, David Bacon, and a few other judicious 
men, before his case came before the meeting. Caleb Carmalt 
gave him no satisfac'ion, or any assurance that his request 
would be granted, but insisted on its going forward. 

We certify this to be a true statement of fiicts, as we vere 
ppe|ent the whole time, being calledin by John Evans as wit- 
nesses. ^ " 
Philadelphia, July 33, 1806. 

JOHN E. REDMAN, 
NATHANIEL HOLLAND. 

This being the course ofthebusine&salludedto, having been 
sfbre the Qverseers, at the request of John field, near two 
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years ago, and finally settled by them, and the writing objected 
tOi returned to me without any observation made by them on 
tlie occasion ; they now bring it forward to the Preparative 
Meetipg, and not giving me an opportunity as requested, I 
consider it by them a defamation of character, a religious perse- 
cution) and a tendency, in a civil point of view, of obstructing 
my acting as a assignee in the line of my duty, under the trust 
for the benefit of his already long injured creditors. And the 
iihimate wish, and the governing principle of my conduct was^ 
eijual justice to all) and an approving conscience. 

Thy Friend. 

JOHN EVANS, 

p. S. My great indisposition of a gouty complaint in my sto«- 
ntach, has been much increased by the conduct of John Field, 
aodl the Overseers' unwarantable conduct has been one great 
f&use'of my adopting the plan of resigning my right of mem- 
bership, as my weak state of health could not bear the exercise 
^tat a continuaace thereof would occasion. « ^ 

J. Ev 
John Biddle, 
Clerk of the Monthly Meeting. ^ 

Please to hand this, as I consider it as the property of the 
Monthly Meeting. 

J* E. 

« 

A copy of the forgoing was delivered by me to John Biddle, 
ih the Monthly Meeting, on the day of th^ date^ but which was 
n«t read to the Meeting. 

JOHN E. REDMAN. 



?ohn E. Redman J agsun called by plaintiff's counsel, 
was present on the 19th of December, 1806, when the 
committee from the Preparative Meeting were at John 
Evans's house, ehey said they came to confer with him on 
the business of John Field ; diey were David Bacon, John 
James, Dn Griffiths, and John Elliot, they came to converse 
with him in consequentiMLof some complaint made by John 
Field to the Overseers of the meeting. John Evans told 
them that as he had resigned his right of membership in the ^ 
Society, he did not conceive they had any right to call upon 
lum, but said he would confer with them, he mentioned his 
being an assignee of John Field and Son, that all the assig- ^ 
nee& h^ la AprU 1806, written a letter to John Fields de- jjJj 
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mmding the title papers belonging to the deed of trusi, 
which demand^had been repeated^ but that the assignees had 
never obtsdned them, that he was the acting assignee ^p^ 
pointed by the other assignees, and had been specially re* 
quested by them' to procure those documents.— chat he did 
npt know of any cause of complaint eiusting between him. 
and Field, but was willing to accommodate him, and the 
ccmunittee, if J<^n Field would deliver the papers to any 
other of the assignees for the benefit of the creditors, at the 
same time I read to them a letter from him of 19th Dee. 
1806^ which they took with them. 
Mr* Condy then read the following copy of the letter. 

John Evans being deeply depressed with the cruel and ixck 
christian treatment he has received from the Overseers of the 
Monthly I^eeting, of the religious Society of the people called 
Quakers of Pluladelphia, although be considers the persecuM^ 
tion fit)m them not ojften paralleled^ it being a defamation an<i 
a libel pn his character, yet he has no objection to seeing John 
Field in the presence of David Bacon, AbrahainJLeddon, John 
James, Samuel P. Gri£Biths, Jobn^ Folwell, and John. Elliott^ 
although he considers them as having no claim to the sai9e> 
provided John Field will deliver to John Evans, all the papers 
reladvetp the deeds of trust, as per letter dated the 18th April 
last, ordered by all his assignees, under the deeds of trust. 

And from their desire, to giVe them an opportunity, John 
Evans further agrees to accommodate ; that if John Field will 
deliver all those papers alluded to, to either of his assignees, 
and they will certify that they received the same as a bona fide 
deposit for the use of his creditors, he will still db further, 
n^eet him in company with these friends above mentioned. 

Philadelphia, 12 mo. 19th, 1806.^' 

To David Bacon, Abraham Leddon, John James . 
Samuel P. Griffiths, John Folwell, and John 
Elliott, a Goipmittee from the Preparative 
Meeting of the Monthly Meeting of Philad. 

^ Copied by me, John E. Redman.. 

^ I certify that I was present the whole time the above men- 
tioned friends, David Bacon, and ot^rs, were convened at the 
house of John Evans ; that I read Htb foregoing letter to them, 
which was afterwards handed to and left with David Bacon, with 

* a request that it might be handed to the meeting. That I also 
read a copy of a letter dated 7 mo. 8th, 1 806, written by John 
Fieia to Thomas Clifford, on the subject of his affairs to the 
friends aoove mentioned. That John Evans was unwell and 

m^ unable to converse with them much on the subject, and that he 
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told them from his great hidisposition, and the agitation of 
mind on this business, he could not and would not see them 
any more on this subject. 

John £. Redman. 

The committee went away after receiving the letter. 
I was at the Preparative Meeting 25t!» Dec. 1806, the 
clerk stated the business of J. Field, and desired the com- 
mittee to report ; David Baco?i reported, that they had la- 
boured with John Evans in great love, but was sorry to 
state that they could not reconcile him with that mem- 
ber, they must report finally and leave it to the meeting ; 
there was a considerable pause, and as I had heard a 
member of the committee (J. Elliot) say the day before, 
that he would state the circumstances, I rose with a 
view to prompt him to a compliance with his promise. .1 
said I hoped the committee would state the grounds of 
their report, none of the committee said a word at that 
time. I rose again, and stated that the minute made by the 
Over^jeers was incorrect, that John Evans did agree to see 
that member, that he had said so to me, and repeated it to 
the committee, provided he would comply with certain con- 
ditio?iSy which he had not done. I called upon them to pro- 
duce the letter of 29th Dec. 1806, and mentioned my opi- 
nion that it would throw light upon thfe subject. Some per- 
son asked for the minute of the Preparative Meeting, the 
clerk said he had it not with him — ^the minute was sent for 
by the clerk and read. I rose again, and stated that the mi- 
nute was inconsistent, that the name of the other member 
who complained should be inserted on the minute, in order 
to a proper examination of the case. I observed John Field 
at the time in the meeting. Thomas Wistar said he thought 
it proper if the committee had information it should be stat- 
ed to the meeting. I rose again, and said that the Overseers 
had never called upon John Evans in an official capacity, 
that I was present at all the interviews, and had heard him 
ask them if they came as friends or Overseers, and they an- 
swered they had come as friends only and not as Overseers* 
I also added that I was willing to qualify to it, and asked 
how they could as Friends call on John Evans as friends 
and as such obtain his sentiments and report them as Over- 
. seers, I said that by mentioning the name of Jbhn Field it 
would give friends an opportunity of contrasting the charac- 
ter of the parties. 

yames Pemberton then rose, and said he had known John 
Evans from a boy, that he was a man of unexce\il\orwLVAei 
character, that he believed he was willing to do fight \£ tJat^ 

JEf 
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had proceeded in a proper manner, and he insisted upon the 
propriety of inserting John Field's name in the minute. 

Peter Andrews said, when things began in the right Wdy 
they ususdly come out right, but in this case things don't 
look straight. 

Thomas Savary said he was sorry to see this place a place 
of controversy, and it ought not be so. 

Jomes Pemberton said, it was a place of controversy,, 
where many things should be made known and investigated* 

Several friends, I don't recollect who, also stated the irre- 
gularity of the proceedings. 

Thomas Wistar said it seemed so mangled and inconsi^- 
ent it was not fit to go forward. 

I rose to apologize for what I had ssdd about my qualifi* 
cation. 

Samuel Settle said, it was customary to appoint commit- 
tees in such cases, to investigate matters and report thereon 
to the meeting. 

I again rose and stated that I did not agree with his pre- 
mises nor conclusion, for it would be deciding on a decision; 
that the facts ought to be made known. I stated by Way of 
illustration some similar case, I don't now recollect what the 
case was. I said, first do justice to the accused by placing 
them on a footing, that when this was done, J. Evans would 
see that person^ that he had said so to me, and to the com- 
mittee, on certain conditions made known to the committee. 

John James said, he was sorry the young man had ex- 
posed himself so. 

Another member said, he hoped I would keep my seat, 
and not disturb the meeting. 

John Thomas then said, the person who last spoke, had 
assumed what he had no right to, that the young man hod 
as good a right to speak as any one of them, and that had he 
kept his seat it would have been quite as well. 

After this debate the business was referred to next pre- 
parative meeting. 

. On the second of Januaiy 1807, John Evans wrote a let- 
ter to the committee, Doctor Grifnths, and others, dated 
same day, which was delivered by me to them, when sit- 
ting as a committee. 

Mr. Condy read the letter, as follows : 

Philadeifihia^ Ut mo. 2dy 1807 • 

Respected Friend, 

Samuel P. Griffiths, 

This acknowledges thy calling on me at my house, as one of 

the committee of the Preparadve Meeting of the religious so- 

cJcty ofthb peopie called Quakers, in PhU^elphiA) and inform* 
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ing me, that the committee and the Overseers of that Meeting, 
were to be together at fourth-street Meeting House, this day, 
and thou iiished me to attend. I then informed thee, and now 
repeat it, that I had nothing new to offer— that I had a few nights 
since a return of the spasms, at my stomach, which obliged me 
to call up all my family, and that my state of health would not 
admit of it. After thou left me last evening, I had, tho* light, 
a return of the same complaint, and did not go to bed till twelve 
o'clock, and then had but little sleep all night. 

I am thus particular in stating the circumstances, for though 
I consider the meeting with the Overseers now, all out of time, 
yetf that the business as you call it, is before another tribunal, 
and only in that way, according to your plans could it be set- 
tled ; was I in good health, I would meet you in company with 
two or three of the creditors of John Field, although I consider 
the proceedings as a perfect inquisition, and only wants the 
power of the civil magistrate to execute its authority, and wreak 
its vengeance on me. 

In the first place I have been wantonly brought before the 
itaeeting by the Overseers as an agressor, without due form,— - 
refused tiie specific charge against me, or the accuser, and 
the book of ^scipline has been kept Trom me, though I have 
requested it ; but lately by mere accident, 1 got the great law 
book by which I am to be judged, and I Uimk it in many purts. 
bbjecticmable, in its conclusions, without premises ; and pre- 
cludes an honest man from seeing his accusers and judges be- 
fore whom he is to be tried ; by which means I am with others, 
precluded common justice; and John Field, my accuser, admit- 
ted, and was near the head of the meeting ; and he and his 
friends, the Overseers, by their presence, deterring a free dis- 
cussion of the business. Had the committee done their duty 
by an open and just statement of facts, it would have been just, 
but instead thereof, a long detail was given by one of them, 
^[Davifl Bacbti,) complimenting himself and the committee, at 
tey expense, stating their great love and affection, and that I 
was laboured with, &c. but forgeting that justice was the first 
principle of love, and that they should have attended to.— It was 
their proper business to investigate facts, ajid return them to 
the meeting simply, without fear, favour, or affection, to the par- 
ties, and Uien let the body, judge those facts. 

The uncandid manner in which the committee treated me, 
was beneath the dignity of men. Abraham Leddon and John 
Folwelljl admitted to see me on the occasion, and :bey requested 
from me in writting, a statement of the business, which I gave 
them, and they unjustly kept it from the meeting, to which I 
now refer you. An addition was made to the committee by their 
request, whom I also admitted, in hopes of justice, but, to my 
surprise, the last time I saw them, i only knew their design, the ^ 

old story over again "see John Field." When I mewViow^Vc^ . j| 

them wnat was their Autj^ to do justice in the first p\.auce^ ^ ^^^ 
posit of the papers to the assignees, and I "would %e^ \v\ia, Wl 
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not otherwise. And when my young friend called on the com^ 
mitteti for justice to the meeting by sjtating facts, he was insult* 
ed by Joseph Townsend ; and also by John James shame- 
fully treated, by saying, he was sorry the young man exposed 
himself. I will inform John James what is the sense of his fel- 
low citizens of the same profession, that he is considered a vain, 
forward man, and had the men that I once knew governed the 
Society been living, to wit, Israel Pemberton, John Pember- 
ton, John Reynolds, Owen Jones, Anthony Bennezet, Hugh 
Roberts, Doctor Moore, &c. the young man would not have 
had occasion to call on the committee, and such strength would 
have been given me as an assignee to Field's estate, to act as 
an honest man, in the cause of truth and justice, to John Field's 
creditoi^, as would have been consonant with the principles we 
profess as Quakers. 

Was I charged wiih treason against the state, it is the privi- 
lege of the English law, that a man is to hear and see Ids accu- 
sers ; and where it does not exist either in church or state, it is^ 
Uranny. I shall only refer to the discipline, art. law, page 41—* 
also, art. trade, p. 131, « advised, that friends, &c." as it reiers 
to J. Field's business, as regards the Overseers and commiltei^ 
in the case ; I have no doubt that was Robert Smith a member 
of the meeting as I was, he would have been complained of, as 
John Field charged him repeatedly to me with injustice, in re- 
ceiving cash of him on a joint concern for himself, and asti^ 
agent passing it all to his own credit 5 not to me only has Jie said 
this, but to several others, and to one person I believe latterly. 
Robert Smith denies the charge, and to whom I give credit, 
as his respectability as a citizen is acknowleged. This is intends 
«d to shew John Field's character, or if innocent, let him 
prove the facts. 

I now hand the committee my letter to the Monthly Meet- 
ing, a certificate from my wife and J. E. Redman, respecting 
the business with the Overseers. Certificate of J» E. Redmafk 
respecting Thomas Savarj', and wish you to call on George 
Hebberton ; Abraham Lcddon has mine to him, and J. Folwell 
and you have the one last week handed you. There is mine to 
the committee of the Monthly Meeting, which you can procure 
I suppose, of Robert Smith in Second-street. Having now sub- 
mitted all I intend on this trying occasion, as my health is much 
aftcoted ; I refer you to my physician, Samuel P. Griffiths, who 
has seen me in deep distress in my spasms, which has been oc- 
casioned by John Field, and the countenance and encourage* 
ment of the Overseers and their conduct. 

Remember, friends, my much esteemed friend Job Bacon, the 
cause that produced his illness and death. And I have seen my 
much esteemed fi-iend, Owen Biddle in my house, when he has 
related the conduct from Jplm Field, almost frantic or insane, 
from his treatment. 

This being the case you will now, knowing my state of health, 
^d that I caofiot bear up under joiut pres*vvte, encufie me whw 
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I4nfon9Q you I will neither see the Overseers, or the commit- 
tee of the meetinp;, ugain on this business, and should I fall by 
tJhose spasms, my blood is on the Overseers' head. It is my sin- 
cere desire that the Society m^y arise out of their state of bon- 
dage to matter, and that they may have judges and counsellors 
as in my minority. Thy friend, 

JOHN EVANS. 
To Samuel P. Griffiths, David Bacon, Abraham 

Leddon, John Elliot, John James, and John Fol 

well, a committee of the Preparative Meeting. 

yohn E. Redman^ in continuation, I was at the Prepara- 
tive Meeting of 29th January^ 1807 ; the committee sta-.^-d 
that they had met at fourth-street meeting-house, and had re- 
quested John Evans to- attend, but from indisposition hv did 
not, tho* he wrote a letter expressing his ideas fully on the 
subject, and that this was all Uiey had to say. . John James 
said that though John Evans did not meet them, he had sent 
them a letter saying that he would not see them on the sub- 
ject ; — he, however, was yet willing to do any thing more for 

• Doctor Griffiths stated J. Evans's illness, and that he was 
unable to- transact the common concerns of life ; that he had 
4ipent the last evening with J. Evans and his wife, and that 
common conversation agitated his feelings exceedingly, that 
his situation was very trying, and he felt for him much, that 
he would not see other committees on the subject, not from 
any disrespect, but from ill health. 

Several friends hoped it might be deferred another month. 

Elijah Waring said,' he thought at that time it would be 
very unbecoming that it should go forward. 

Samuel Bettle said, he understood J. E. had been seme 
time indisposed, and he inferred little prospect of speedy re- 
covery — ^nothing could be got by deferring it. It was how- 
ever deferred to next meeting. 

I was at the Monthly Meetings 30th January y \S07. The 
clerk enquired of the committee of nine, if they were prepar- 
ed to report.-— Dr. Griffiths reported that they had perused 
the papers attentively ; that one of them was improper to be 
jead. The other they submitted to the meeting. 

Some members objected to reading the resignation, as it 
would open a door for others, and involve fri^^nds in difficulty. 

Ellis Tarnall said, it would be a precedent for others whose 
cases were before the Preparative meeting, who might resign 
and frustrate the testimony of friends against offenders by 
evading the discipline. Jk 

Thomas Parker said, it was not the first time &uc\v \\\\v\^ '^ 
ba4 b€€0 done. 
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Thomas Wistar said, it was his opinion any membet iiafl 
a right to resign his membership in any civil or religious body* 

Jonathan Willis objected to its being recorded without the 
minutes of the Preparative Meeting being attached, or some 
explanation made. 

' Dr. Griffiths said, that a committee had been appointed to 
examine tne papers to see if there were any proper to be 
read, and if they could keep to that point, Friends would get 
thro' easier. 

The resignation was read and objections made by several 
members to its being recorded, without the minutes of the 
Preparative Meeting being attached. 

Dr, Griffiths said, that he had spent the evening before the 
meeting with J. Evans and wife, and it was their united wish 
that the resignation should be accepted ; that he would ndit- 
see another committee. That J. E. told him he was sorry he 
had shewn so' much warmth upon the subject; he believed k 
proceeded from the agitation of his mind. That the resig- 
nation was not occasioned by a diiFerence of principle.— That 
J. E. said he would see that member if he would comply 
with a certain conditions, but, as the Overseers would not take 
^ip that subject,, his resignation was in consequence. 

The business was deferred another month. - ■ 

It was agreed however, on re-consideration, that the re- 
signation of John Evans, should be accepted. Dr. Griffiths 
asked if it was intended to wait as to the business of Barbara 
Evans 'till it should pass the Preparative Meeting, if so, hip 
could not unite in it. Thai( J. Evans had intended to resign^ 

The defendants were 'all at that time members of die- 
Monthly Meeting. 

Cross-examined, I was not in the habit of attending Prepa- 
rative Meetings, I went at the request of John Evans^ and 
took minutes at his request. Dr. Griffiths was intimate in * 
the family of J. Evans. The committee to whom I deliver- 
ed John iEvans*s letter, was appointed to see him in compa- 
ny with the Overseers. 



November 23d, A. m. 
'M.r.Rawle* In consequence of some of the evidence which 
was produced by the plaintiff last evening, we think it pro- 
per to call John Field. 

John Fields affirmed. I made a complaint against John 

Evans in writing, dated 6 rao. 9, 1806, (vide ante, p. 36.) and 

|t enclosed therein two letters, one from Jbhn Evans to John 

^ Baker, dated August 9th, 1804, (ante* p. 32.) and the other 

(o myself dated S mo. 15j 1806, ( p. 35. ) K Irecolkctti^ht, 
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this complaint and the inclosures were sent to Caleb Carmalt. 
-^1 had several interviews with some of the Overseers.— I 
proposed an interview as a thing of course, and made an at- 
tempt to see him^ but he resisted it.-^I made a request to 
Km in writing (see J. Field to J. Evans, dated 7th of 6 mo. 
1806, ante, p. 37.) 

John Evans had taken offence with me in 1802, or 3. — In 
1804, finding I could not prevail on him, I then entered a 
complaint-T-I believe it was in writting, but I can't find it— • 
it was that he had been in the practice of circulating false and 
scandalous reports injurious to my character. I conceived 
him amenable to friends, not only for defamation, but as a 
trustee ; but the Overseers would not interfere with the latter 
part of the business, as it was a delicate matter, and other 
persons were interested not of the Society. I doubt not but 
that John Evans was infonned of this conclusion-: but cannot 
be positive. The Overseers took a great deal of pains to get 
him to comply with the discipline, but he refused. I offered 
to refer it, and let him name the men ; after some time, how- 
€ttr^ at the suggestion of Richard Humphreys one of tht Over- 
seers J I thought it better to suspend the matter. I took back 
the papers which had been exhibited with the first complaint 
— tnb was about a month after the complaint. It lay over 
two years — I found he continued spreading false reports in- 
jtirious to my character. I then exhibited the complaint in 
writing, dated 6 mo* 9th^ but two days before an attempt was 
made to have an interview. I then desired the Overseers to 
hand the complaint forward to the Preparative Meeting. I 
.still urged, including the trust business, but the Overseers 
declined. The complaint was carried forward to the next 
Preparative Meeting. I understood a committee was ap- 
pointed to confer with J. Evans. — ^that committee reported 
to,the next meeting.— The committee after it was enlarged, 
called on me before they went to see John Evans, to get in- 
formation relative to the business. I wished to get John 
. Evans to meet me ; — Doctor Griffiths told me he had no 
doubt but that he would meet me ; I replied I did ftot think 
he would — ^Two or three months after, finding the businfess 
lagged I attended the Preparative Meeting myself; I had a 
right to have attended it at all times if I had chosen. Finding 
that John Evans could not be prevailed upon, I wished to 
drop it. I did not wish to have him disowned, and so the 
matter ended. 

^es. bp Mr. Levy. What do you mean by " so the mat- 
ter ended. Field. I did not pursue the business any fur- 
ther,- but let the n^atter drop. ^ 
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S, Settle^ again called, I attended the Preparative Melet- 
ing on the 25th December, 1 806, when the case was opened. 
Doctor Griffiths rose and said, John Evans was indiposed^^ 
I supposed chat his illness had been of long standing, and not 
likely to be soon over. I mentioned it to the Meeting — Doc- 
tor Griffiths again rose and said, that he had been at his 
house the evening before, and described his then situation. 
Richard Humphreys said he thought it ought not to go on 
under such circunnistances. I then rose and mentioned my 
agreement with the postponement — ^the meeting concurred 
in the postponement — I have no memorandum of whatpas- 
* sed — this case was deferred that the committee might inves- 
tigate the conduct of the Overseers in all its parts* This Was 
doneafter J. Redman left the meeting, 

A person accused has a right to attend the Preparative' 
Meeting, and take part in the discussion if he pliease. It is 
the duty of the Overseers to inform the party when his casi 
is to be taken to the Preparative Meeting ; but by the discip* 
line, a party cannot sit in a Monthly Meeting after a chargj>' 
against him is entered on the minutes. 

A. complaint respecting property, cannot be taken to the 
meeting; if a party refuses to refer the dispute, we consider 
him in contumacy. 

Cases of complaint at Monthly Meetings always come from 
the Preparative. Meeting. If the Overseers do not act ac- 
cording to the discipline, they may be complained against to 
the Preparative Meeting. 

i?. Smithy jun* affirmed. I was present when J. Redman 
complained of the conduct of the Overseers, one of them at 
that time requested an investigation into their own conduct 
— 1 can^t say whether this was before Redman went away or 
not. • I believe it was before he left the meeting. 

jfohn Et Redman called* 

Mr. Le^)ij. Lpok at that letter, did you deliver to John 
Field the orignal letter of which that is a copy. Ans^ I did 
. deliver the original- either that day or the next after, the origi- • 
nal of that letter. 

Mr. Levij. The letter is from John Evans, Robert Smithy. 
Philip Nicklin and Thomas Clifford — assignees of J. Field 
and J. Field and Son, dated Philadelphia, April 18th, 1806, 
and directed to John Field. 

Mr. Rawle left it to the Court to say whether the paper was 
admissible after their explaining, the principles on which they 
atioucedthe testimony of John Field this morning, — which 
was only to shew that the complaint made by him to the 
Monthly Meeting against J. Evans, was conformably to the 
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discipUne of the Society, we went no further mto the evi- 
dence, and it was agreed that the subject in controversy be- 
tween John Field and John Evans should not be further en- 
quired into, as it might open the whole matter, which was 
ejctraneous to the present case. The objection to go into 
that enquiry was allowed,, and this letter will expose the 
whole to an examination* 

Mr. Levy. We heard before this day, that there was a 
complaint made by John Field against John Evans, also 
that the Overseers complained that he would not confer with 
Field, so that the foundation was sufficient to reach J. Evans, 
and we wish to shew, that had Field complied with the pre- 
vious condiuons, which it was his duty to do, there would 
be no ground for the complaint. Field in his testimony to- 
day, says he wanted the Overseers to take up the complaint 
in both its parts, as it related to defaming himself, and as 
i| related to the trust, but they declined as to the latter, and 
^hich he considered the most important, but they would 
proceed only on the defamation and false reports. Now this 
we say is an attempt by J. Field to separate from each other 
the several parts of a single transaction, and break asunder 
the component ix>aterials of a single fabrick, a thing incapable 
of separation. If John Evans is said to have stated an un- 
foimded report as to Field's conduct in relation to bankrupt- 
cy, we have a right to shew what the fact was as to that 
transaction ; in doing this we have a right to the evidence of 
the assignees, and prove that all difference arose from John 
Field's refusal to deliver up the tide papers of the trust es- 
tate, whith as an honest man he was bound to do. If on the 
contrary he should retain them for seven years, and prevent 
any sale of the property or dividend being made amongst his 
creditors, of whom John Evans was one, to a considerable 
amount, it was not for John Evans with a velvet mouth, to 
say that John Field had acted propedy. — But as an assignee 
Evans was bound diligendy to pursue the property, and if 
obstructions were placed in his way by Field, it was his du- 
ty to communicate the intelligence, — ^the book of discipline 
enjoins this as a duty upon the members, when placed in the 
situation of executors, assignees, or trustees. And let it be 
asked, can you separate the defamation from the deed of 
trust out of which it grew. I answer you cannot, you can- 
not consider the part of an integer without considering the 
whole of which it is a part. How can you know whether 
John Field was defamed as to the title papers unless you 
know what the deed of trust was, and what was to be done 
under it. John Evans may ^ewthat John Field deserved 
the reproach of which John Field complained to the meet- 
ing, and this removes the cause of the complaint, whether it ^ 
was or was not defamation depends upon the facta^andVtv^ » 

I 
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not contraiy to the laws of our land to call a spade, a spadci 
We want to shew that the meeting knew that the defamation 
proceeded from circumstances connected with the trust 
estate, and that if by the book of discipline they could not con- 
sider the cause, that is the circumstance of withholding the 
tide papers, they could not consider the defamation which 
was the effect of that cause, and so far from censuring John 
Evans for a wish to do his duty, they ought to have assisted 
him. 

INIr. Lewis. The ground of the defamation of J. Field, 
by J- Evans, was laid by the opening, so that if there is any 
thing wrong in it, it is their fault and not ours ; but certainly 
they have no right to the evidence they now offer, if they 
have, it must be on a principle of law of which I never heard» 
It is said there are two charges made by Field against Evans 
which cannot be separated, the defamation and the trust 
estate ; but there is cause for dealing with Evans under the 
discipline of the Society, for refusing to see Field, and there 
appears to have been defamation used under the complsdnt 
of 1804, which had no relation to the deed of trust, and un- 
der that complaint it is that if John Evans violates the dis- 
cipline of the Society by refusing a conference with Field; 
they are not to proceed into the circumstances of the differ- 
ence between Field and Evans, but to the circumstance of 
the violation of ihe rules of the Society by John Evans, in 
his refusal to have a meeting or conference with John Field, 
not only a violation of the rules of the meeting, but a viola- 
tion of the command of God himself, for the rules of disci- 
pline laid down in the book of discipline, are taken word for 
word from holy writ. I will read it from page ^9 of that 
book : after recommending strict vigilance against the spirit 
of detraction, he quoted the gospel order (vide ante page 42,) 
But say the gentlemen, this defamation arises out of the 
trust estate — not so — tUere are particular charges against 
John Field in relation to the purchase of the Kentucky es- 
tate, long before the difference, as to the tide papers undef 
the head of trust, I mean the letter from John Evans to 
John Baker, in 18()4, and this was the point upon which we 
wished to call in the testimony of the Overseers, whom they 
have made defendants in this cause, and which we have sup- 
plied by the testimony of John Field, and nothing further ; if 
however your honor should be of opinion that the letter of 
the assignees, requesting the tide papers should go to the 
Jury, the next enquiry will be, whether the papers ought to 
have been applied for by the assignees, without a previous 
compliance on their part with certain requisitions* In short 
we shall have to go into the whole controversy, in order to 
determine which of the parties are right, which it was deter- 
mined in limine it would be improper to do. 
Mr. Levy read the letter of complaint from lohn Field 
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to the meeting, to jhew, that although John Field in his let- 
ter of the 6th mo. 9th, 1806, mentioned the letter to John Ba- 
ker in 1804, yet, it also complained of John Evans's letter to 
himself of the 15th ult. and that letter contains all that re- 
lates to the defamation arising out of the trust estate, and 
this I say cannot be separated. Moreover, it appears that the 
complaint of 1804, was settled previous to the complaint 
brought forward in 1806, so that the former has nothbg to 
do with the latter. 

Mr. Lewis referred again to the same letter, to shew that 
the difference respecting the Kentucky estate had not been 
accommodated, or if accommodated for a time — ^now again 
revived by Evans, (see the letter, page 36.) 

Brackenridge^ J. had noted the question and some of the 
arguments on the subject, and though in the preliminary 
stage of the cause, he had thought the introduction of the 
papers improper ; he conceives they had now become neces- 
sary by the evidence disclosed this morning ; — and however 
disagreeable it might be to widen the field of evidence, he 
"did not find it possible to shut out the light which this paper 
iQj^t shed upon the controversy. 

The letter was read by Mr. Levij^ as follows r 

The assignees of John Field and John Field and Son desire 1, 
Field to deliver to John Evans, all papers relating to the lands 
contained in the assignments made to them. 

It is also their wish that he would give them general informa- 
idon in writing, respecting the circumstances attending them. 

As it will aid them in arranging»the business, and be assured 
the general benefit of the concerned shall claim their attention. 

John JEvansy PhiHfi Mcklirij 

Robert Smith, Thomas Clifford. 
To John Field J Philadelphia, j^/iril 18^/?, 1806. 

The deposition of yohn Harru was next offered. 

Mr. Leiois made an objection to its admission, without ar- 
gument. 

Brackenridge^ J. You have made it evidence by your own 
testimony. — Let it be read. 

John Evans, v, Ellis Yarnall. 

Supreme Court of Pennsylvania. 
. John Harris^ a witness produced on the part of the plaintiff 
in the above cause, being duly sworn, doth depose and say, that 
in the fell of the year 1806, the trustees to the estates of John 
Field and John Field and Son, requested him to act as an agent 
for them in these trust estates, and desired him to call on John 
Field, to obtain from him all papers in liis possession relating to 
that business, and particularly to the lands assigned by them to 
the trustees, in order that when said papers were obtamed, the 
deponent might act as their agent, and agreeably to their in- 
structions ascertain by actual examination, the va\ue'» s\X.wvxv\owi^ 
and circumstances attending of sa^d lauds, tl\a.V t\\c tru?>\.e.^?i 
might effect a sah of them. 
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That agreeably to their request aforesaidi the*deponent twice 
called on John Field, and informed him that by request of the 
trustees, he came in order to obtain the papers relating to the 
trust estates, that he might consider of the propriety of his pro- 
ceeding to act as their agent. But John Field refused to deliver 
them. And, in order to accommodate the business, the depo- 
nent agreed that if he would give the papers into his hands, he 
would hold them, subject to the joint direction of the trustees, 
in conjunction with John Field, and that if nothing could be 
done unitedly, that he would deliver them back to him. But 
John Field would not accede to this proposition. 

The deponent informed John Field, that John Evans desired 
him also to mention, that if he would deliver the papers relat- 
ing to the trust, he was willing to see and converse with him at 
any time and place on friendly terms. And that John Evans had 
no animosity against him, the said John Field. 

John Field i-eplied to all these remarks that he would not 
consent to let the papers go out of his hands, without the trus- 
tees would pay his account, but which account he did not pro- 
duce to this deponent as he recollects, though he shewed him a 
considerable number of papers relating to the land$. 

Although the trustees had drawn a rough copy of a power of 
attorney, constituting the deponent their agent in the trust busi- 
ness, yet, several months having elapsed, and finding his en- 
deavours to obtain the papers from J. Field to be fruitless, and 
that it was totally impractible for him to procure them, he in- 
formed the trustees, with some of whom he had frequent con- 
ferences on the occasion, that John Field would not deliver the 
documents, and that of course he could not determine how to 
act in the business. 

The deponent further saith, that it appeared to him to be the 
wish and desire of the trustees, that every necessary informa- 
tion relating to the lands, should be obtained, and clearly ex- 
pressed, that a candid open sale of them might be effected to 
the best advantage, and for the proper execution of the duties 
incumbent on them as trustees ; and it also appeared to this de- 
ponent, that the said trustees, and particulariy John Evans, w^re 
and was fully and sincerely disposed to allow John Field all the 
advantages which he could possibly derive firom a purchase of 
the lands entrusted to them, so far as was consistent with their 
trust. 

The deponent being further examined, says, that Mr. Robert 
Smithy^and Mr. Thomas Clifford, were dissatisfied with Mr. J. 
Field being agent for his estate, and that of John Field and Son, 
as well as John Evans, on account of his general character. 

JOHN HARRIS. 
Sworn and subscribed before me, the 26th May, 1808. 

ROBERT WHARTON, 
Mayor of the City of Philadelphia, 

Agreed to be taken and read in evidence on the usual terms, 
saving all legal exceptions. May 26th, 1808. 

JOHN HAl.LOWELI^, for Defd's. 
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Friday^ J^member 23, 4 •*clKk, P. M. 

MR. M. LEVY, 

With deference to the Court* and with leave of yoU| gen- 
tlemen of the Jury, after three days of patient labor spent in 
the examinadon of numerous witnesses and the perusal of 
various documents, we are now to enquire into the merits of 
this cause. It becomes my duty on the part of the plaintiff to 
eTiscerate, every important ^ct, from the great mass of evi- 
dence before you. I am the pioneer to remove the obstruc- 
tions in the plaintiff's way, to render the road more easy to 
those who have to follow in it; I am only to call your attention 
to the most prominent points of the cause ; it lays with my 
colleague to go more fully into the discussion, and to answer 
tihe counsel of tly defendants, in what they may offer against 
the positions I shall advance. I know him equal to the 
most arduous task, and he will not shrink from this which 
may require less exertion. The extent and variety of the 
patter which has already come before the court and you^ 
though it has already consumed much time, still requires 
more of your attention. 

We must all be sensible, that the nature and novelty, of 
this enquiry, have produced considerable interest in the public 
mind ; a suit at law, against the Elders of a Religious Congre- 
gation, for the breach of an individual's civil rights, is a serious 
enquiry. A plaintiff, who has grown up in reverence towards 
those institutions, over which those elders preside, must have 
felt much uneasiness, must have undergone much solicitudey 
must have supposed himself mtftfh injured, before he could 
have brought his mind to the conclusion of seeking in the 
courts of justice, redress for such an injury— -yet it is only in 
this mode that he can bring the controversy in which he is 
engaged to a sound decision. That he can have a fair en- 
quiry made, whether the defendants have infringed his rights, 
trespassed upon bis property, or violated the sahctitity of his 
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d veiling. For, f^rmit me to «ay > tho enqioiiy 4t^s nut rtffix^ 
merely to spiritual subjects, or spiritual concenHS it is an 
enquiry to ascertun whether the defendants hare violated 
temporal rights, whether th^ have acted against human Dawis; 
and it is a subject of congratulation that in a secular court we 
are not to enquire into the sacred propositions of spiritual 
truth. Within the hallowed walls of God's sacred tetnples^bf 
men skilled in the oracles of truth, let those deep and inter«« 
esdng subjects be discussed and decided. We have an easier 
task— ours is only to investigate the condw^t of noan to many 
and to measure its justice and conformity to human laWsw— I 
aontend that the act camplained of, was a trespass, because the 
plaintiff was not a member of the meeting at the time they 
undertook to exercise this act of authority over him- He 
bad, by his letter of the 37 th of August i806j resigned his 
membership ; and from that moment he ceased to be one of 
this religious congregation. Here then I masemy first slandy 
whether I draw this conclusion from the pure sources of 
reason or the sound doctrine of our political constitution, it 
i{^>ear8 to me I am equally confirmed by both in the position. 
The (aidi of man must be drawn from the holy scriptures, 
and from human interpretations of them ; the latter will 
vary at times as all his ideas vary. Weak and waver- 
ing man, elated by his hopes or preyed upon by his 
fears, when his mind is labouring in the deep concerns oi 
his eternal salvation, may be » led to change his opinions in 
matters of faith ; and as he changes his opinions he must 
'^ change his mode of worship ; he must yield to the mutabili* 
ties of his nature, or he must act in opposition to his con- 
science. Any member, llierefore, of any religious society 
may leave it at any time and go to another ; so too says the 
Constitution, Article 9. sect 3. And the moment after he 
has announced his relinquishment, the authority of the con- 
gregation over him, at least i^ to all temporal purposes, is 
ifiso facto determined and annulled. Nor does the discipline 
even of the meetmg itself, stand in opposition to this con- 
struction. For we have it in evidence from the clerks that 
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tht^ arc iitrulcaftr iU discipline, but those conuinefl in the 
book of ditcipfinei and no rule has been quoted from that bSok 
to ^ew that membership does not cease by a resignation of it. 
Permit mc now to call your attention to the charges laid in 
the declaration. The.trespass, and the assault and battery, are 
two Astinct causes of acdon, cither of which being proved^ 
the action is sustained ; they are in their natures totally 
separate frdm each other. If the defendants have been guilty 
of either, the* cause is with the pl^dntiff, though they 
should be acquitted of the other; but on this occasion suffi- 
cient evidence has been adduced to.prove them both. 

The deposition, of John Shephard, fully establishes the fa<^t 
•f the trespass. It was taken early in this cause, and it is only 
owing to his being now out of the jurisdiction of the Court, 
that he has not been brought here to give testimony in person. 
It requires no reference to authorities, to shew, what a trespass 
on a man's freehold b, in the eye of the law. This is a sub- 
ject obvious to the plainest understanding, and within. the 
reach of ordinary knowledge. It is enough to say that it is 
the right of every man, to draw a line round his freehold or 
lus dwelling, and to prevent every other man from entering 
upon the same, unless it be for some legal purpose ; and if 
be is warned not to come, I)ut yet in defiance of that warning 
he does come, though without any other force or, violence 
than the mere act of entry, it is a trespass for which a suit at 
law may be maintained^ The quantum of damage, whether 
greater or less, is not as to this purpose an object of enquiry. 
The offence is complete by the entry against the owner's will ; 
what damages have been sustained in the present case will be 
the subject of future enquiry. Postponing for the present 
the^consideration of the damages, I confine myself to shew, 
that a trespass was commited by the entrance of the three 
^omen into the dwelling house of John Evans, against his 
will, after they had been warned not to enter the same- 
Here Mr. Levy took up the deposition of John Shephard, 
(see page 10) and annalyzed it at some length ; stadng that 
the trespass was completely proved, and that in commiting 
the trespass, the women had committed an assault and battery. 
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So that this i;vitncss established both causes -of action,* «ad 
there is no counter testimony. It is not however merely ibr 
this dreadful assault and battery as Mr. Levna has termed it> 
that this action is brought, though however slight the force 
in the assault and battery, it was sufficient to maintain the 
charge* This has been resorted to only as the aveime 
through which the plaintiff had an opportunity of bringing his 
case before a civil judicature, to get the more important mat- 
ter, as to principle, discussed, decided and remedied. 

On the 19th of May 1807, when this trespass was commit- 
ted, John Evans was no longer a member of the Society of 
Quakers. He had on the 27th of August 1806, relinquished 
his membership in that Society ; by that relinquishment he 
ceased to all intents and purposes, spiritual as^eil as tempo- 
ral, to be a member of that congregation. Who are the 
members of that society ? Those, whose modes of faith and 
religious opinions concur with the great body of that Church ; 
but J. Evans considered their discipline as injurious to his civil 
rights and expressed his dissent from it. Every man has a 
right to relinquish his connection with any society, with or 
without attaching himself to any other. He may indulge in 
domestic or even solitary worship, if his judgment gives either 
the preference. The right of every man to separate himself 
from any society, civil or religious, I insist upon, and what 
^rbids it ; not the book of discipline as I have already said, 
for that is silent on this point, at least no rule has been quoted, 
which says that resignation does not put an end to member- 
ship ; he was, therefore, as to temporal concerns at least, no 
longer a member after the 29th of August 1806, when his 
letter of resignation was delivered. But at any rate he 
certainly was not a member after the 27th of February 1807, 
when the meeting had accepted his resignation, and entered 
that acceptance on their records ; certainly that is an estoppel 
as to them. They cannot say now, he was a member, after 
saying then that he was not so, and depositing the act of their 
disowment in the archives of their church. They had, there- 
fore, no right to enter his house as a committee after that 
time. How then can the entry of the defendants on the 
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f laindife freehold) be justified after A2> warnuig and the ie* 
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claraticm of his \^ife that she would not see any of the^ in it 
cominittee capacity? I will leave it to the ingenuity of my 
antagonists to get ovei* the staggering facts, upon this pointy 
which we have laid before ypu. I say then that the housCf 
which the defendants thought proper to enter, was the house 
of John Evans the, plain tiff, and of course the legal title was 
in him and they could not enter after he had warned them not 
to do so, even with the permission of his wife, without com- 
xniting a trespass ; it is therefore immaterial whether Bar- 
bara Evans was a member or not at the time of the entry, as 
her consent, to visit her even if it had been expressed, would 
not justify them, as long as the husband's prohibition continu- 
ed. Thus imich for the three female defendants, but I appre- 
hend they are onfy agents, and that the men overseers of the 
monthly meeting are^ liable for what was done by the women 
overseers, and equally guilty of the trespass, though they 
were not personally present. Firsts because the letter of re- 
signation was addressed by Barbara Evans, as well as by Johii 
Evans, to the men, ^nd they left voluntarily the proceedings 
and decision upon it to the women ; I say voluntary, because 
there is nothing, in the book of discipline, that refers it of 
course to the women to decide on the matter of resignation. 
On the contrary the testimony of disownment is to come from 
the men ; the women therefore were the agents of the men, 
and the act of the agent is the act of the principal. Second^ 
The women were acting in an official capacity, in a matter re- 
ferred to them by the overseers of the friends monthly meeting. 
It is but just, therefore, that the husbands of the married wo-- 
men should not be liable for any improper act of theirs, in 
their official capacity out of their own funds, to wit, the funds 
of the husbands. It is just it should come out of the funds of 
the men overseers, to wit, the funds of the society. 

The men defendants are liable as well as the women, for 
the law makes no distinction in trespass, between principals 
and accessories, every participator is a trespasser ; those who 
advise, are equally liable with those who execute-— those who 
are absent, as much as those who are present, those who look 
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Mfs^ m vcQ as thpM vbo take lukicttve p«t> TtMitfoftJ^ 
fbit fiiteahe men who iidTViedy otr liimed aver the buiiQeip if 
the womcii} are as nnich liable as the women thmnselves* 

It will be asked, by the oppo^te counsel what is the damage 
which the plaintiff sustained* What is the test by which %q 
ascertain damages ? I agree, ifno damages are to be allowed 
except the loss of property, we have hut little clsam. Bu^ 
gentlemen, when we estimate the amount and extent of hu- 
man bles>sings, property is but one of them ; and that too the 
least considerable in the long catalogue. Our liberty, safetyt 
feputation, domestic harmony, and tranquillity are immensely 
superior ; an injury to these is not, it b true, ef a pecuniary 
nature, yet the only satisfaction that human tribunals can 
provide for their Tiolation is pecuniary. What reparation 
could have been made to Lucretia, for the loss St'the greatest 
gem a virtuous woman can possess ? What can compensate for 
the anguish incurred by the broken mind of a parent, when his 
daughter is debauched ? What caii compensi^e a husband for 
the aleniated affections of his wife ? iThese things are not of a 
pecniuary nature, yet they are taken into the account in our es* 
tiimate of the damagey which a plaintiff has sustained who com* 
plains of such aggresuons. Such is the opinion of Lord Chief 
Justice Holt in 2 Lord Raymond 958, in the case oi Mhby ▼• 
WldtCy and o/m, ^ This action is brought by the plaintiff for 
^ an inradon of his franchise. You would have nothing to 
c^ be a damage, but what is pecuniary and a damage to pro* 
^ party. If a man has retoma ^rmuni, although no fees were 
¥ due to him at common law, yet if the sheriff enters within 
^ his liberty and executes process, then it is an invasion of his 
^fran^hise, and he may bring his acUon, and there is the* same 
^ reason in this case/* 

What does the plaindff complain of! he says that» after re- 
ugning his membership, the defendants went on to act agafa^t 
and treat himas asubject of their authority* The meeting put k 
upon their records that J. Evans ceased to be a member of their 
society for misconduct, and after he had ceased to be a mem- 
ber, they appunted % committee to wut upon him, and sent a 
nomber efpecsenste enter his house nguost lus wiU4 Ts 
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ibr treating a inan as a alave ; fbt violating the security of hit 
property, and the sanctity of his dwelling ; is no regard to be 
{laid to the distress to ^hich these things subjected the plais^ 
tiffin a reduced and weak state of health and mindf 
aJad to the idjury done to his feelings. Certainly there 
ought be. I cite 2 Wilson 205* Huckle v. Money. For the 
l^tinciples laid down by the celebrated Lord Camdeni when 
delivering his opinion in that cause. << The personal injury 
^ done to the plaintiff was very small, so that if the jury had 
*^been confined by their oaths to consider the personal injury 
^ only (which was for keeping him in prison six hoursf du« 

* ring which time he was very kindly treated in other respects) 
** perhaps 20l|Klamages would have been thought sufficients 
^ but the small injury done to the plMntiff, or the inconsidera* 
« bleiiessof his station in life (he wasa joumeman Printef) did 

* not appear to the jury in that striking light, in which the great 
^ point of law, touching the liberty of the subject, appeared td 
^ ib them at the trial* They saw a magistrate over all the 
^ ]dhj;*a subjects, exerd^ng arbitrary power, violating magna 
^ chaitas ^' ^* They heard, the king's counsel and saw the 
<* solicitor of the treasury endeavouring to maintain the legali^ 
<< ty of the warrant in a Tyranmcal and Bcvere manner. These 
*< are the id^as which struck the jury on the trial, and I think 
^ they have done right in giving exemplary^mages.*'(The 
damages vrere 3dO/ siterling.) 

The pkdntiff wishes to have it determined Whether he hai 
acted with propriety, and whether his right has been InvadedL 
It is as it were for a public beacon This acticHi is brought te 
statnp on the one side or on the other the charge of improper 
conduct ; and to throw some light on this head, Mr. Levy 
read J. Evans's two letters, one of the date of 29th 8th month, 
1806, the other 24th 9th month, 1806. 

Besides, it appears from the convei sations held in the pre* 
sehce df John E. Redman, that the preparative meeting had 
veakm to believe J. Evans to be in the right ; yet withouti 
Mdaatt to contradict, what was stated by John £. Redman be« 
fere thctei, and without enquiring into tte truth of his aUcga- 
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taoD) they eondemaed him. Instead of makings J. Field de- 
^^^ liver up the papers as they ought to hare done^ they disowned 
kis trustee for doing his duty. John Field says, they separated the 
trust from the accusation of slander, but that J have demonstra- 
ted in my addrei^s heretofore made to theCourt, in your heai*ing 
upon a question of evidence to be impracticable. That they did 
act upon the trust, see the Certificate of disownment. The report 
upon which they acted was incorrect, they knew it to be so, at 
least the overseers did; they had those letters before them ia 
which John Evans expressly pledged himself to see John Field 
if he would deliver up the title paper of the estate, which he 
had assigned over seven years before, for the benefit of hb cre- 
ditors, and which title papers he kept still from his trustees. 
John Evans never did simply deny to see them^he only deni- 
ed to do so, if Field would not deliver up the papers of the 
trust estate* they acted therefore on an untrue and unfounded 
basis. The conversation in open meeting, Dec. 25th 1306| 
in which J« E. Redman told them what had past in his pre- 
sence between John Evan^ and the ovei^seers, that it was not 
a simple negative but conditional. If a witness who had heard 
a conversation, or read a letter to the same purport as J* Evans's 
letter, were to make a statement declaring its purport simply 

, to be that he refused to see Field, it would be a partial 

statement of the fact; yet the overseers do this. Are they 
the governors of the meeting? if they are and do not 
act by their authority, John Evans has no ground for 
complaint against the society ; but if all the doings of the 
society are don^ in union, as the exhibition before us and 
the opening of the defendants council prove, J. E's complaint 
is well founded ; it appears that the overseers never shewed 
his statement to the meeting, and great injustice was done 

* J. Evans in the manner in which his case was stated. 

It was J. Evans's duty as a trustee to attend to his trust as 
appears from the book of discipline page 1 10. And the evi- 
dence shews that he was attentive and active ; for seven yearsy 
J. Field refused to let the trustees have the title papers. The 
book of di^cipUne required John Evans to be diligedt and 
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6iei>4ft would not strengthen the hands of the trustee tp per 
forn(i the duties of his trust ; bjut \>j countenappiog John Field's 
complaints ; confirmed his coptumacy in the refusalf an^ 
strengthened his opposition to the just clsdms .of his creditors* 
The defendants if they Imew thjs facts^as mor^l men, ought tp 
haye sdded John Eyans; but they ^but their eye? and would not 
se/B. J. £. Redman, conspious of bis rectitude, stood up 
firmly and told them the report of the overseers was not cor- 
rect, and that John Evans wpuld, on certsdn conditions) 
aee Jphq Field. A sufiicient notice was given to these 
defend^ts to induce them to enquire hilly into the affair ; 
livstead of this, h|s statement is suppressed and a deci*- 
sion of disownmeiit is passed, on an unfounded statement. 
J wpuld not say any thing to wound the feeliogs of any man> 
ivantonly ; Bit I would attack the cpnduct of a jthousand men 
if truth and justice required it. The meeting might have 
^mply recognized his resignation ; instead of this th.ey sjtate 
they had patiently laboured much with hioiy but in yain kp« 
wluch was neither necessary to b^flid, npr warranted by the 
iift^ts of the case« Of this the jJ^HbT has much reasoQ to 
complain. ^ 

The celebrated verses of the Gospel of St. Mattheti;) 15, 
16« and 17. of the 18th Chapter, do not seem to define or in 
9ay degree e:q>lsdn^ the power of the Church : they are rather 
directions to the injured individual^ to take every patient^ 
peaceful, and kind means to obtain a* reconciliation, and direc 
tion to him to cease all intercourse and society with the aggres- 
^8or, if the means fail. It is only directory j^refore of what 
the Church shall do, when the application is made to them ; 
and of what the indindual sha'l do, when the interpp^tioo^f 
the church is ineffectual. 

Now let us proceed to enquire for what purpose the yisit 
Kas made to Barbara Evans^ on tbp i9th May, 1807. 

What effeict W;a5 it likely jto produce, was it qalculatcd to 
produce ? 

By the letter .of the STth August, 1.806, Mrs^ Evans had 
jcuned with ber jhuabuid in a tetter to ibp imsr^'s momhly 
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meeting, declaring that she was no longer m memSer, Qn the 
26th of Feb. 1807 ; she had declared the unjust treatment, her 
husband had received, from the overe€era^B,d induced her to de- 
cline membership. Will not every man, "will not every hus- 
band, say that this was laudable in Mrs. Evans. That it was 
her duty no longer to hold intercourse with those who had 
wronged her husband so greatly in her opinion, and in his. 
Shall a woman hold intercourse, and act in strict bonds of 
communion, with a society, from whom her husband has sepa- 
rated himself; because of great injustice done him ? Should 
she bring into his house, for religious conversation, the per- 
sons, with whom he could not associate I She had done this 
because the prosecution was unjust in itself, before she knew 
of its event. But in May 1807| the proseci^on had been 
matured, it had received the last stamp of injustice, it had 
come to a judgment on which the plsdntiff's resignation was 
re(used,simply as a resignation, and the first reason, assigned, 
for considering him no long er a member, was, because much 
patient labour had .iflk^xtended to him. After this 
judgmeht C|^ng a stigflPKf the conduct and character of her 
husband, IRld she join that society without a kind of treason 
agaiiwt him ? Would tiot the turning round, and joining 
the society afterwards, have been an acknowledgment that 
they were right, find he was wrong ? Could any other effect 
be supposed ^follow, from their labours in visiting her, than 
domestic discord, confusion and unhappiness. ? 

Yet with all these facts before them, do the men's meeting, 
on the very da^r when they disowned John Evans, commit 
the case of his wife (for whicti see the evidence of Hannah 
Elliot,) to the Women, to be acted upon. Did not the over- 
seers of the men's meeting know when they did this, they 
had no further business, with Barbara Evans ? What did 
they do this for, but that the women's meeting might deal 
with her— take notice, it could not be only that they might dis- 
own her, for that high prerogative rests with the men, but 
that they might deal with her. And what is dealing, but to 
visit the accused at her house, and admonish her, and after* 
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Wards consider in their meeting of her conduct, and the mea- 
sures proper to be adopted in consequence of it ; which mea- 
sures were finally to be taken and acted upon by the men ; 
at any rate visiting and admonishing at the house, are parts 
of the business of dealing. The men therefoijp are responsi- 
ble for all the consequences : when they committed the 
business to the women, they must be supposed to have known 
such a consequence would follow. The consequence, therefore, 
is their own, they are answerable for it. In other cases 
those who advise, or cattse an act to be done, are accessaries 
before the fact, not principals, but in trespass all are prin- 
cipals 

What then do the women do ? By their resolution of 30th 
April, they appoint a committee to confer with her, at her 
husband's house, they knowingly send their committee, on an 
unlawful errand. But they attempt to justify themselves, by 
saying, that Barbara Evans was then a member. If she 
had been^ it is only an implied assent, that they may enter 
the house. But the letter of the 27th February, was an ex- 
press prohibition, which from its nature overruled the im- 
plied assent— again, it was her husband's house, not hers, and 
they acknowledge he was not a member, neither was she, for 
unquestionably to all temporal purposes, they both ceased to 
be members from the moment they declared themselves not 
to be so. 

The plaintiff then has had his civil rights violated, by the 
defendants^ under the pretence of ecclesiastical authority, 
under the colour of an usurped and illigititfll^te power, with 
circumstances of oppression and intolerance, and it lies with 
you, gentlemen, ta do him that justice, to which the merits 
of his case, and ' the importance of the principles for which 
he contends, entitle him. 




84 



Mr. ft a WJL E , fir the de/endant9. 

IN the annah of our jurisprudence^ the present case ap- 
pears distinguished for the novelty of its nature. 

A citizen of Pennsylvania, an inhabitant of Philadelphia) 
complains to the highest Court of Judicature, of a daring as- 
sault on his person ; of a violent outrage on his property, com- 
mitted by breaking and entering his* dwelling house at noon 
day. The perpetrators of these supposed transgressions £^- 
pear to be three weak and feeble women, who have had the 
courage thus to attack a strong atheltic man, standing at his 
own door. These women , pretended to have been supported 
by ten men, none of whom indeed are charged to have been 
present, but whom it is endeavoured to implicate, by alleging 
that they are all members of the same religious society, and 
that the females acted not only in concert, but at tlve impulse 
and instigation of the men. All of them members of a m,eek, a 
passive, and a lowly religion, which teaches to resist not evil ; 
to abstain from all corporal warfare ; to present the left cheek 
to him who has smitten the right one. The pret^ided lead- 
ers, and active agents, charged to be that part of the defen- 
dants, whose sex encreases the contradicdcHi of the story, and 
whose religious mission, as unfolded by the plaintiff himself 
precludes the possibility of his charge being correct. 

At first view, the statement of the action, and description of 
the parties, muai^ither ^xcite disgust at a compliant^ so 
monstrous, or ridicule at one so absurd. 

The highest court in the state, a most respectable jury, and, 
on the part of our opponents, the first talents at the bar ; seri- 
ously and gravely employed, to the exclusion of other busi- 
ness, in discussing whether Hannah Clarke, the feeble, aged, 
woman before you, with force and arms, made an assault on 
John Evans ; whether she and tljp twelve other defendants 
broke his close^ and with force and arms entered his dwellmg 
house. 
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Thii^ h b^ Oie Mi^ ttfid aUbistaAte of tli« chttrg^^ ^d tlie 
pItiMiff M«b Md Ilk daiiiages at n6 less thBA tOfim dbiaiV. 

The opposite counsel has informed us^ that a legal fornix 
oB^ kind is often r^s^fted to from necessity to obtain redi^esa 
f6r injtii^ies of another nature. 

Without dilating on the instance put, it is sufiicief^t to 6b* 
serve, that the basis must be firmly laid before the superstnic- \ 
ture can be rtiised. The fact charged must be proved to the 
satisfaction of the jury, before the form can be made use of to 
obtain the proposed redress for the other fact complained 
of. 

This being an established principle, the plaintiff must there- 
fore in the first instance satisfy the jury, that an assault and 
triespass,as laid in the declaration, have been committed by the 
defendants^ or some, or one of them. The first question^ 
therefore is, was there an assault committed by any the defeii* 
dants on the person of the plaintiff? 

I quote from memory the legal definition of an assault. Itisatk 
act in Which some degree of force and violence is necessary^ 
done in an angry, revengeful, rude or insolent manner. Thtt 
manner is essential to the constitution of the offence. Drawing 
the hand over the face of another h neither an assault, or bat- 
tery, unless done in an angry, revengeful, or insolent manner. 
The rejection oithe evidence of the other defendants, who 
were present at the time, compels us to rely entirely on the 
depositions of Shephard, as to the facts which took place. 
Thus by the rigid rules of law, we are left in a great degree 
at the mercy of the plaintiff, in respect to thfi paUt of the case^ 
and your information is to be drawn from the testimony of a 
young man, who appears to have been intimately connected 
with the plsdntiff, and whose narration certainly lays him open 
to a variety of remarks. 

Let me observe, generally, that depositions ought alWaylJ 
to be received with caution. They staiid on less satisfaCtbrj^ 
ground than the tesdmony'bf witnesses present in coi^i^. 

Mr. ingeraoll here observed that the young n^ had l^'cfflr 
fully cross examined by Mr. BbOoweii. 
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Mr. JLenit aoswrnwd, that he had gone thraugh hit first eX' 
aminatioii whtn nooo of the defendinu* counsel were pee- 
tent. 

Mr. RttftfU proceeded. The language of the depo^tion, 
which wilJ be shortly noticed, will justify my objection. But 
I take up his account of the assault in the first instance. He 
does not venture to say, |hat Hannah Clarke, laid her hand on 
John Evans in an angry or hostile manner ; he declares that 
he cannot say that it was done in an angry manner, and he ad- ' 
mits that she used no angry words. 

Now when we have the testimony of several respectable per- 
sons, that Hannah Clarke was exceedingly deaf ; that she had 
an habitual gesture of laying her hand on the arm of the per- 
son she spoke to ; when the vritness himself does not say that 
it was done on the present occasion in an angry manner ; when 
he adds, that it was her open hand ; and when the plaintiff im- 
mediately after, instead of the emotion natural to the sensa- 
tion of an assault, invites the whole party to walk into his 
parlour— Can you be seriously called on to find a verdict that 
Ihe defendants assaulted, beat, wounded— • 

Mr. Condy observed, that wounding was not laid in the decla- 
ration. 

Mr. Rawle^ If it is not, enough is laid to she^, that the jury 
cannot give a' verdict on this evidence in favor of this part of 
the charge. 

Let me now consider the second charge. Has a trespass 
been committ^ oi| the plaintifTs house ? 

I will not deny that every person has a right to draw round , 
his house an invisible line, within which, no one can law- 
fully enter, without his express or implied assent ; nor will I 
contest one of Mr. Levy*^ propositions, that the husband is 
master of the house, and whom he prohibits, the wife has n« 
right to admit. I am equally ready to admit another very ob-*,, 
vious position, that an assent given may be revoked; but the 
converse of both these positions is equally true, a dissent may 
lie reyokedaswellasanassent>and the entry •fa stranger with 



\ 



i 17 ^ ' • 

the husband's licence is lawful, though the wife should have 
prohibited. 

On these rules, then, consider the facts, for which again wc 
are compelled to recur in part, to Shephard's deposition. 

It is asserted that both the plaintiff and his wife refused to 
hold an intercourse with any delegated body from the society 
of Friends. The refusal of the wife bemg, in a legal sense, 
subject to the control of the husband, cannot affect the ques- 
tion of trespass, and although we find that John Evans, at an 
early stage, when he sent forward a resignation of his mem« 
h^rship, made a declaration to the same effect, he afterwards 
. proceeded with several of the members of the committee) 
to discuss the questions agitated* He discussed them, indeed, 
in a manner peculiar to himself, he objected to their views 
of the subject, and to their manner of treating it ; but he 
does not, until a period which I shall hereafter notice, refuse 
to discuss it at all. 

He seems in fact to have acted on different grounds, at dif- 
ferent times, probably under the influence of a hasty temper 
to have determined to adhere to one line of conduct one dayi 
and abandon it the next. 

If then, we were even fqrced to believe from Shephard's 
[testimony, that he forbade their crossing his threshold ; we 
must at the sairfl time perceive that he altered his position, 
that he retifed from the front door, and subsequently invited 
them from the entry into the parlour, to sit down with him 
and take some refreshment ; a refreshment which it might 
be supposed was welcome after the fatigue of breaking into 
his house. 

But other views appear to have actuated him ; he wished 
a conversation with them ; he calls in witnesses to hear ft.— 
His object was to justify himself in relation to the dispute he 
had had, and this to the three ladies who, on his enquiry, had 
previously informed him, they came as a committee. Now, 
if the crossing of his threshold, amounted to a trespass ; I 
contend this was a waver of it. It has been adjudged 
that an entry into a man*s house lawful at the time, may by 
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niscoBduct of the i>artf afierwards be i»tre9f«cUf el/ jccm- 
▼erted mto a trespass. He is called in such case 9 trespasser 
ab initio. 

• 

Whj maj not this retrospective operation apply in favor 
of one^ who, after an unlicensed entry, if such was the case^ 
which I deny ; is received and treated as a visitor bj the 
owner of the house ? If the entry was in the first instance 
unlawful, did not the subsequ^it conduct of John Evans, re- 
late back to the first act and make it lawful ? What a trap 
might otherwise be laid for an incautious, bujt well meaning 
man ! We have an act of assembly, (not expecting to address 
you this evening, I have not books prepared) by which a 
person who has committed a small iavo^untary trespass, b 
permitted tobar an action, by tendering amends. If the party 
affecting to receive the trespasser kindly, and to treat him 
with hospitality, prevents lum from even thinking of tendering 
amends ; may afterwards support an action against him, be- 
cause he has not tendered them ; how unfairly, how unjustly 
he acts !<— John Evans could tell better than any other many 
whether he considered this a trespass at the time ; and there 
is no reason to suppose, in justice to him I will not supposey 
that he meant at the moment to conceal his sentiments, yet at 
the moment of parting, his witness tells us, that he threatened 
to sue them for an assault ; but not a woi||| is mentioned of 
the trespass. How then is a trespass, accompanied with no 
visible force, and which the supposed injured party does not 
appear to have considered as a tre^ass, at the time the act 
compisdned of took place I 

The existence of this breach of the law, rests like the 
other, on the deposition of Shephard. How can I avoid 
pointing out to you, its frequent inaccuracies, its evident in- 
consistencies, its strong bias in favour of one party ? 

I charge it with inaccuracy, in stating that lohn Evans told 
the three ladies, under his own roof, in that parlour which 
he had invited them to enter, that if they came there again, 
on the same errand, their sex should not protect them-^No- 
Such unmianly language could not {woceed from John Evans. 
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I charge him with gross inaccuracy, in asserting that John 
Evans complained, that Friends continued to expose his 
wife as an offender, in the minutes of their monthly meeting. 
On the 19th of May, her name had appeared in no minutes as 
an offender ; it never has yet, as we are apprised of, been 
brought forward in that light. We cannot suppose that John 
Evans would wilfully misstate a fact so serious, or state it 
without perceiving whether it was true or not. The witness 
must have been inaccurate m this point too. 

But this witness goes further: he ventures under the 
solemn obligation of his affirmation, to impute to Hannah 
Clarke, that she was,or appeared, full of religious consequence, 
and he tells you of a kind of preaching tone, in which she ad- 
monished John Evans. Recollect tlyit of the whole conversa- 
tion in the parlour, he undertakes to report a great deal as 
coming from John Evans ; his representations, his complsdntSi 
and his eloquence, but very little indeed, as said by the only- 
one of the three ladies who spoke at all. Religious conse- 
quence ! Gentlemen, our thoughts are known to our Maker s 
By what faculty did this young man dive into the heart ? and 
by what authority does he undertake to swear that the sensa- 
tions of Hannah Clarke, were those of arrogance and pride* 
When we find such assertions bcorporated into the evidence^ 
given in the sofemn manner, required by our laws, attested 
as facts, though we cannot adnut the correctness of the state- 
ment, we must certainly acknowledge the strqng inclination 

of the witness. 

Court adjourned. 
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Mr. KAWLE proceeded. 

I SHALL discuss the first part of my subject with obserr- 
ing, that our opponents, endeavor to impticate the men, by 
alleging that the business having been sent from the men^a 
meeting to the women's, "the acts of a committee from the 
latter, must be imputed to t^e men. A forced inference fail- 
ing both in fact and law. If the reference from the men*s 
meeting, was to do a lawful act, then no unlawful act done hj 
the women, is imputable to the men : if it is pretended, that it 
was for an unlawful purpose, the fact should be distinctly 
proved ; but it is in evidence, that the men had neither a par- 
ticipation in, nor a knowledge of the aj^intment of the wo- 
men's committee. None of the acts done by the women, are 
therefore in any manner imputable to the men, whom the 
plsdnUff has thought proper to connect in the suit. 

Such is the nature of the trespass, the assault, the force and 
Tidence, which is made the comer stone of this action. ' 

But we are repeatedly told, that this is only to introduce the 
serious grievance which lies behind. 

And what is it, why a serious grievance of some seriouSf 
ai)d indescribable kind, not sufficiently understood to be ex- 
plained, even by the gentlemen opposed us. I heard them 
say something of religious intolerance ; preventing his 
worshipping God, in his own way, of persecution, of a de- 
sire to make proselytes, and to extend, the influence of the 
society ; of attempting to alienate, the affections of his wife^ 
from him ; these grounds, however, seemed to be little noti- 
ced, by the counsel who summoned up yesterday. If thesel 
are the motives in the counsel's opinion, 1 4jxist, they are not 
the opinions of any other person. But M. Levy says, the 
object is, to impress the stamp of truth and propriety, on 
the one side or the other. Are you to decide questions of 
this kind 1 if not, there has been a great misappropriation of 
the time of the court and jury, and more of the nature of an 
inquisition, than a trial «t law : on which side there has been ] 
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^ost propriety or impropriety) perhaps you can decide ; but 
how that can be worked into a question of damages, I cannot 
perceive : we say this was a case of discipline; in the course of 
the trial, the plaintiff has dragged forth by the strong arm of 
the law, the minutes, entries, and proceedings of the meet- 
ings ; with a view of implicating the men, he has unfolded 
the real nature of the case. He has proved it to be the 
course of proceeding, of a society, to which he once belonged, 
and thus our case is, even by his own shewing, placed on the 
authorised ground, of the powers of a religious society, au* . 
thorised in a land, of equal liberty, known to the constitution} 
franchised by the law. We justify our proceedings, as pro- 
ceedingsin a course of discipline, authorised and established 
into a system, co-eval with the church itself, necessary, and 
approved by the laws of the country ; and of a nature into 
which, no judicial enquiry, can be made, by the courts of 
justice* If we have established the fact, that the proceeding 
on the part of the defendants, was in a course of discipline, 
in the execution of duties Imposed upon them, and binding 
upon the members of the society, as this is not a court of ap- 
peal, from the decision of the society, a jurisdiction which 
if claimed, we should disown and resist; the only ques^ 
tion that can be brought into view, is whether there- has 
been, in the course of the business, a deviation from the re- 

• 

gular system of discipline, and if so, whether by that devia- 
tion, •under cover of di||ipline, they have inflicted some 
wrong, of which the law will take notice.' I shall lay before 
you, an analogous case, which goes the full length of the 
present one, but4etme observe,that dissenters, of all denomi- 
nations, are only tolerated in England. The society of 
Friends exists there, by toleration only; here happily we have 
no established religion, we all stand on an equal footing, and 
therefore, the authority of this case, has a double force, in a 
land of religious liberty, and where the right to worship 
God, in any peculiar mode, does not depend on mere tolera- 
tion. The judges of their courts must be of the established 
church, thefe is, therefore, no prejudice in favour of dissen* 
lers. The prosecutrix, in the case, I shall read^ having i 
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fringedi the discipline •£ Friends^ declared^ she did n«t look 
«n herself as being any longer one of the body ; there is testi- 
mony c^ disownment, yet the judges there protected the 
church discipline of dissenters. The case is in Bums ecclesi- 
astical law, page 198. I will read it 

The King v. Francis Harty M, 3. G. 3. on an indictment for 
a libel. << The prosecutrix, Miss Mary Jerom, was educated 
among the quakers, at the town of Nottingham ; her parents, 
who lived there, being of that persuasion. There are several 
separate congregations of quakers in and about this town ; 
and once a month a general assembly is held of them all. 
At these monthly meetings they take into consideration the 
conduct of such of their members, as have not acted confor- 
mably to their rules ; and proceed, according to the direction 
ef our Saviour in the 18tb, Chafiter\o/St. Mathewy* 15, 16, 
and 17, which they call their discipline. If gentle admonitions 
in private have no effect, complaint is made to the monthly 
meeting ; from whence a deputation is formally sent to visit, 
and to-endeavour to reclaim the party olTending. And if those 
steps prove ineffectual, they proceed at last to a final sentence 
of expulsion ; which is usually by some instrument or paper 
in writing drawn up for that purpose, and openly read at one 
of the meetings for public worship. The person employed 
in this service is called the clerk of the meeting; and the 
writing by which the society exclude and dbown as their 
member the delinquent, generally sets forth the cause of 
their proceeding, and the fruitless ftre and endeavours of the 
society to reclaim. This has been their general practice 
since the toleration act ; and at Nottingham as well as in many 
other places, they continue on this plan to4his time. The 
prosecutrix having acted in disobedience to their rules, by 
frequenting places of publip diversions, going into mourning 
for the death of a relation, and doing other things which they 
esteem unlawful ; the method of admonition, and visitation 
by deputies,, was taken by the society ; and several conferen- 
ces were had \ but they proving ineffectual, and she absenting 
herself from their meetings> and declaring that she did not look 
ufion ^^rmf as ^„g ^f their bod^t^ the society at last (after 



# 



■^ 93 

several fruitless attempts to reclaim her for an year and a half) 
proceeded in their usual way to the sentence of expulsion ua 
the following words, which were reduced into writing, ap- 
proved of by the monthly meeting, and afterwards read by the 
defendant Francis Hart, as clerk of the meeting, at the close 
of their meeting for worship at Nottingham, on Sunday Sept. 

€, 1761.** ; 

<* Whereas Mary Jerom, of this town, was born of parents 
<< professing the same religious principles with us, and by 
*' them educated in our society ; but not duly regarding 
<( the truth we profess, she imbibed erroneous notions con- 
<< trary to scripture doctrine, and in divers parts of her con- 
<< duct acted very inconsistently with a life of self-denial, and 
^ of late years mostly neglected meetings for divine worship, 
<< and when visited by friends appointed by our montl^ly meet- 
<< ing in love to her soul, and in order to reclaim her from 
M error, and brmg her to the acknowledgement of truth both 
" in judgment and practice,, but rejecting our labour of love, 
<< she declared that she did not look upon herself as a member 
« of our society : we therefore hereby declare her not in 
" unity with, nor a menaber of your religious society, until by 
<( unfeigned repentance, she duly acknowledge scripture doc- 
^ trine, and behave agreeably to our profession ; which that 
<< she may, we sincerely desire. Signed in and by order of 
<' our monthly meeting, held at Nottingham, the fifth of the 
« eighth month 1761. Bv Francis Hart Clerk** 

** The prosecutrix beffg acquainted with this proceeding, 
sent her maid servant to the defendant for a copy of this sen* . 
tence ; who accordingly transcribed it, and inclosed it in a cover 
directed to Mary Jerom ; who being thus possessed of it, 
annexed it to an affidavit, and applied, to the Court of King's 
Bench for an information for a libel. But the court rejected 
the motion, and refused to grant a rule to shew cause, She 
afterwards on the 12th of March 1762 preferred a bill of in-, 
dictment against the defendant for a libel, before the grand 
jury at the assiares held for the town of Nottingham. Which 
bill being found by them was afterwards removed by certio- 
rari into the King's Bench, and the defendant having pleaded 
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gdakfi it was tried before Mr. Justice Clittf at the sum* 
meraasites held for the town of Nottingham, July 30th. 176S»' 
The evidence on the part of the prosecution, was, the prosecu 
trix, and her servant maid who went for the paper ; and the" 
evidence of the publication of it as a libel was, the direction of 
it to the prosecutrix, and the defendant's acknowledgment to 
the maid, that he read it at the meeting. The defendant's * 
counsel called no witnesses ; being of opinion, that the qua» 
kers, who were the only persons that could give an accoun t 
of their method of proceeding, were disabled by the statute 
7 Ic 8, W. c. 34 from being wtinesses on a criminal prosecu- . 
lion ; and being restrained from arguing that the paper 
in question was no libel, by the judge, who said that such a 
' Question was more proper to be determined by the court abovei 
Gould only insist, that the evidence on the part of the prosecu- 
tion was not sufficient to maintain the indictment—The judge 
left the case, with its circumstances, to the jury ; but rather 
necomjpended it to them to acquit the defendant. The jury^ 
after withdrawing about three hours, found the defendant 
guilty. In the Michaelmas term following, Mr. Cust mov* 
ed the court of King's bench for a new trial ; and after sta- 
ting the above mentioned facts, and observing upon the cir- 
cumstances of hardship which would attend the case on a 
notion in arrest of judgment, where no facts could be relied 
CO but what appeared on the record,, and after a verdict it 
night be presumed that a maIicioi|| intention to defame the 
prosecutrix (which was charged in the indictment) was proved, 
Insisted that the leavbg such a case as this to a jury, would be 
enab^g a jury to set up a judgment in opposition to the 
legislature^ and overturn the toleration act ; and that therefore . 
the verdict ought to be set aside as a verdict - against law. 
The court was clearly of opinion, that the jury should have 
keen directed to acquit the defendant ; and as notice of the 
notion was given, and counsel appeared for the prosecution 
who did not contracUct the iabove mentioned facts, the court 
Maid they mnM not do to much credit to euch a proaecutUm at 
iogfWUa rule t^ 9hew cause ; and they ordered the verdict to 
§e 9€» mide^ onda nem trM to he kad^ on thejtr^t motion. 
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Mr. SawlCf I vriU now call your atten^|h to a eaae^ decided 
in our own state^ and give you the opfl^lpf Chief Jusdce 
tighlman^ 1 Binney 178, M*Miilin v. 

<< The freedom of speech in what is called a course of Jus* 
lice, is not confined to courts of common law. Cases have 
been cited to shew, that it is extended to proceedings in.eccle* 
siastical courts, and proceedings before justices of the peace; 
I have no doubt but it should likewise be extended to proceed- 
ings before referrees. 

<< The objection in the case before us is, that Presbyteriesi 
and General Assemblies, are not courts of justice. Ceiiainlj 
they are not ; and depositions taken before them are no evi* 
dence in courts of justice, because they have no authority to 
administer an oath ; and a person swearing falsely could not 
be indicted for perjury. But although they are not courts of 
justice^ they are bodies enjoying certain righta^ established by long 
euatomj and not forbidden by any lavf. They can inflict no 
temporal punishment; and their jurisdiction is founded on the 
consent of the members of the church. Ab extensive church 
eon fireserve decency y good order y or purity qf manners^ vnihont 
disdfiUne, It serves to correct a multitude of evils^ which can* 
Tioty and ought not^ to be subject to temfioral cognizance. It cor- 
rects them too in a manner the most mild, th^ most privat«t 
and the least scandalous, and injurious to religion ; in a man- 
ner that may reform the offender, without exposing him to 
the open scorn, and ridicule of the world; circumstances^ 
which sometimes render men desperate. A jurisdiction of 
this kind, exercised only over those who consent to it, certain* 
ly must be productive of good t ffects ; and it appears to taty 
that the persons <hus consenting, and pleading their causes, 
either in a course of complaint ofdeftnce^ ftill within the prin* 
ciple applied to those who are speaking in courts of justice* 
If they conduct themselves in a decent manner, the occasion 
of speaking makes it improper that the law should imply ma- 
lice. I repeat the remark madie before, that if) under a pre- 
tence of pleading a cause before a Presbytery, one should, dc- 
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signedly and ma^kjjuly, wander from the peint, and slander 
his opponent, h^^^B be responsible for his conduct* in a 
court of just^^^Bb 

I rely upMit^ffiiwo authorities, for the support of disci* 
pline by courts of justice here and in England. If you admit 
the necessity of worshipping a Supreme Being, and the exis- 
tence of a future state of rewards and punishment ; does it 
not necessarily follow, that there should be some mode, or 
discipline, by which a church should be kept together, and an 
observance of its rules enforced ? This discipline must receive 
the same support from the laws as religion itself, or it 
will be destroyed. What constitutes a church, is it a build* 
ing of brick, and stones, and mortar? no, it is a building not 
made by hands, but a union and assembly of good men, for de- 
votional purposes, for the worship and adoration of the Al- 
mighty God. 

If this is the proper use, of the spiritual building, it is as 
necessary to enforce its discipline, to keep it inharmony^ 
and good order, as it is to protect the materials, of which the 
building of bricks and stones is composed : it may as well be 
said, we will pulldovm the church, as overset the discipline, 
and an assembly of such men in the open field, can perform, 
all the purposes of divine worship, as if assembled within the 
walls of a house ; I admit, that if under the cloak of discipline, 
they have gratified their private malice, or any of the b^ 
passions, or have inflicted an injury, it is an offence, in the 
eyes of God and man, calling for reprobation ; but if they 
have done nothing more than enforced the rules, established 
so long, and found so beneficial, if there has been no error 
in the proceedings, and none has been shewn, if we cannot 
be accused of having wronged the plaintiff, under the colour 
of discipline, or had malice, or any of the bad passions, at the 
bottom of our dealings, the plaintiff fidls. 
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Having proceeded thus far, the next question mil be, were 
the proceedings in a course of discipline, of an establishedi 
le^, rational, and practical system, meriting the support} 
the countenance and protection of the law. Permit me to 
turn your attention, to Clarkson's . Portraiture of Quakerism^ 
a work of great merit, 1 vol. p.. 176. <^ The discipline, of 
« the quakers, is divisible into two parts. The Jint^ may 
^ comprehend the regulation, of the internal affairs of the 
<c society, such as the management of the poor belonging to 
« it, the granting of cerdficates of romoval, to its members, 
^ the hearlbg of their appeals, upon various occasions, the 
<< taldng cognizance of their proposals of marriage, and the 
^ like. The second may comprehend the notice, on obser- 
^ vance of the moral conduct, of individuals, with a view of 
^ preserving the rules, which the quakers have thought it 
^ their duty to make, and the testimonials, which they have 
^ thought it their duty to bear, as a christian people. It is 
<< to the latter part of the disciplme» that I shall principally 
^ confine myself, in the ensuing part of my work. 

^< Nothing is more trae than that, when men err in their 
^ moral practice, it is not for want of good precepts, or of 
<< wholesome advice. There are few books, from which we 
<< cannot collect some moral truths ; and few men so bHhd, 
<^as not to be able to point out to us, boundaries of moral 
^< good. The pages of revelationy have been long unfolded 
^ to our view, and diffuuvely spread among us. We have 
<< had the advantage, too, of hearing their contents, frequently 
<,' and publickly repeated into our ears, and yet knowmg 
« what is right, we cannot pursue it. We go off, on the 
<< other hand, against our better knowledge, into the road of 
^ evil. Nowi it was the o]^inion of George Fox, that sohie- 
<< thing might be done, to counteract this infirmity, of hurh^n 
^ nature, or to make a man keep up to the precepts which he 
" believecf to have been divinely inspired, or in other words, 
<^ that a system of discipline might be devised, for regulating, 
^< aXGiting and preserving, the conduct of a christian. 

<< This system be at length completed! and, as he believedf 
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^ wit& the divine «i4> and intr^uced it i^jt» tfy^ Sicifif jt%itb 
<* Cbe approbation of those who belonged to it. 

<< The great principle upon which he founded it} was^ 
that every christian was bound) to watch over another^ for his 
good. This prindple includes two ideas. Firsts that vi^<» 
lance over the moral conduct of individuals) was a christian 
duty. SeeontUify that any interference with persons^ who 
might err, was solely for their good* Their reformation 
was to be the only object in view. Hence religious advice 
was necessary* Hence it was to be administeredi with ten- 
derness and patience. Henee nothing was to be left undonCf 
while there was a hope that any thing coidd be donei for 
their spiritual welfare.'' 

Eavfle. You will find there has been a close adhe« 
rence to this principle^ the oalj object bdng the good td the 
party ; that John Evans and wife were treated ^th gieat for- 
bearance, and as long i» Acfie remained, nothing xva9 lefi vn* 
done for their ifUritual weffitre. 

"From this view of the subject, he enjdned it to aU the 
" members of his newly formed socitty, to^ be watchful over 
^ the ccmduct of one another, and not to heutate to step in for 
«« the recovery of those, whp«i they might discover to be over- 
« taken with a foult." ^ • 

Bawle. It is thus we account for the delay, from August 
until I80r,they never relaxed in their friendly and patient en- 
deavors from time to time ; they persevered with spirit and 
energy, tempered vrith charity and kindness, to reclaim him ; 
and it was not until every hope was exhaused that they ad 
cepted his resignation. 

« These are tiie general outiines of the system of discqiline, 
« as introduced by George Fox. This system was carried 
"into execution, ashe himself had formed it, in his own time. 
" Additions, however, have been made to it ance, as it s2emed 
« proper by the society at lar^e. In tiie time of George Fox, 
" it was laid upon every member, as we have seen, to watch 
« over his neighbour, for his spiritual welfare. But in i69g, 
i the society, c<mceivfeg,that what was the business'of cvfcry 
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<^ ti^ might eren^aaUy decome the busin^^s qF no qbci «p» 
<^ pmntedofficer8> whose particular duty it should bei to be 
^< overseers of the morals of indinduals ; thus hoping, that by 
-'^the general vigilance) enjdned by George FoX) which was 
^ stiU to continue, andl>y the particular vigilance then appoint* 
^< ed| sufficient care would be taken of the morals of the wlude 
« body. In the time, agun, of George Fox, women had only 
^ thdr monthly and quarterly meetings, for discipline, but it 
*^ has since been determined, that they should have their year* 
<< ly meetings, equally with the men. In the time, again, of 
** George Fox, none but the grave members were admitted 
« into the meetings for discipline, but it has been rince agreedt 
<< that young persons should have the privilege of attending 
*^ them, and this I believe, upon the mottoui thott while these 
^ meetings would qualify theni for transacting the business of 
^ tlie society, they might operate as schools of virtue/* 

1 win now refer to a book, held* in the highest estimation, 
Which has been translated into all the languages of EuropCf 
to shew the general view which was had on this subjectf 
in the eariy part of the estaUishment of the Society. Barclay's 
Apologyi page 288, Philad. ed. 

<* The Church is to be considered, as it ugnifies, a certain 
^^nuxnber of persons, gi^efed by God's Sjurit, and by the 
^ tQiHmony of some of his servants, raised up for that end, un- 
^ to the belief of the true principles and doctrine of christian 
tt fiuth, who, though their hearts being united by the same 
^ love, and their understandings informed in the same truths, 
'< gather, meet, and assemble together to wsdt on God, to wor* 
<< ship him, and to bear a jcunt testhnony for the truth against 
^ ^froTf suffering for the same, and so becoming, through his 
** Fellowship, fas one (kmily, and houshold, in certain re« 
« spects, do each of them* watch over, teach, instruct, and care 
*^ for <»ie another, according to their several measures and at- 
^ tidnmentst such were the churches of the primitive times^ 
^ gathered by the Apostles ; whereof we have divers men* 
^ tidn of it in the Holy Scriptures. 
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A society #f fellowship and one family. On this basis 
rests the discipline of the socfety^ and our legal right to 
^hew, that no proceedings were contrai^ to it, and that 
John Evans by his own religious and moral contract express 
or implied had acquiesced therein. Let us now establish the 
facts according to the testimony. The first complaint was 
two years prior to the measure which led to the present com- 
plaint, it is contained in a letter from J. Evans to 'John Baker, 
dated 4th. of August, 1 804, containing gross charges against 
John Field, I say gross charges, it cannot merit any softer 
epithet, to call a man a dishonest man, a man of effrontery 
atid injustice. John Field and John Evans were members 
of the same religious society, bbth entitled to the same care 
on the part of the meeting. It could make no difference 
to the meeting that John Evans was a wealthy man, and John 
Field a poor &e, it could not be objected to the one that he 
had lost his property or to the other that he had retained his. 
Friends could not avoid taking notice of any complaint laid 
before them, they are to hear and decide as usual on the com- 
•plaint according to the mode of their discipline ; what was 
the nature of the complaint made by John Field appears, 
from the letters produced and the testimony of F. to be 
nothing more than to have all matters in dispute between 
him and Evans left to arbitrators, according to the 
discipline ; but here we find John Evans takes strotig 
ground, to put ai>.cnd to the proceedings of the meeting in 
the exercise of jurisdiction . over him. I will not take up 
the passage in the book of discipline as you must be well 
acquainted with it, and know that the business of trust be- 
tween them could not be taken iip by the meeting as it did 
not come under their notice, yet John Evans insists upon a 
condition that prejudges Field and leads to the trust, it is that 
the trust papers should be given up before he would have 
any conference with Field, in violation of the rules. How 
could they force- John Field to give up the title papers. 
John Evans might* suppose he had a right to the papers, and 

John Field think'otherwise, biit the meeting could not decide 
whether or not. He insists upon the papers being* ^ven up. 



>jright «rifroDg; it isaciying I' wUlimpose a'pi^riQUs condition 
^hidil*iuiw' it-is impoidble for jou to comply i»rith, you 
•must do what I think right, without enquiring whether I am 
right. For the jtBtice of these remarks, I refer you to the let- 
ter of reasons as it is called, which refers to a previous dealing, 
and he requires to know his .accuser and accusatioii, in what 
be had transgressed, and that in writing, as if he had never 
heard of either before, and yet we find he had been the sub- 
)ject of dealing, two years before. He called al^o for the book 
of discipline, ^ book, whose doctrine should be written in 
^ every man's heart, as far at least as relates to one man's de- 
faming another; this leads me to remark on the note of 
John Field dated the 6 mo. 7, 1806 ; in which he requests 
in a respectful manner, a ftiendly conference in the presence 
of two friends ; this note was returned by John Evans unopen- ^ 
ed ; let me ask is any man so infallible as to be entitled to 
take ground so high ? no, he stands on th\e iscafFold, on which 
he is placed by fortune, and says you shall bend 'yourself 
down before me, ere I permit you to an audience. Though 
John Evans refuses to see the party, does the meeting there- 
upon shew any thing like a persecuting spirit^on the minutes 
of the preparative meeting of the 26 of 8 month. John 
Evans declines to see the party, it now comes before -the 
meeting and the overseers have done with it, a committee of 
three was appointed, Leddon, Folwell, and Wilsonfthe 27th of 
the same month is the date of John and Barbara Evans's resig- 
nation, and on the .39th it was delivered to John Biddle, 
together with his letter of reasons ; this paper was verbally 
referred to the committee of three to consider thereof and 
judge whether it, was a proper paper to be brought before 
the meeting, the committee was at the same time enlarged to 
nine upon the request of the coynmittee of three, who found 
the labor difficult ^ some of this com mittee appear to have 
conferred with John Evans upon the subject, particularly 
Doctor Griffiths and Folwell; that week or the next, Led- 
don and Folwell called also upon him. Doctor Griffiths, 
the phy»cian and friend of John Evans, always appears , 
to be selected, and David Bacon, two of the persons of 
his ewn nomination. John E?ans did not decline to coti- :iji 
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twm with ibxsah ^"^ deny tbcm juri^Actim w acGtOfit 
•f hit resipiadon ; the jurisdietion then ezistedi imti oAtiaii^ ' 
ihe resignation^ and continued both from his acts and fron^ 
the nature of thingpi. John Folwell sajs, the plaintiff com* 
l^ained that he had not the book of disdplmei John FolweU 
tirmshed ity and he might have kept it three or four days; 
kere let me read his letter of the 24th September to Leddon 
£cc. In which he says the report made to the preparatioD 
is false \ even thb opprobrium appears not to excite any of 
the usual human pas&ons in the common defamation of my 
character, in what particular was this defamation would pu»» 
sle the clearest sighted man to discover. You see him 
tremblingly alive to the defamation of his own character, but 
regardless of the character of other men. Here is nothing 
in this letter declinmg the jurisdiction ; on the contrary, he 
expresses a wish to proceed in his own way, he even nomi« 
nates persons he would wish to see on the business, Doctor 
Griffiths and David Bacon, and they are appointed along with 
John James, and John Elliot ; this comnuttee visited him 
several timers, and great pains were taken with him^ I cannot 
discover that he ever takes the ground of not being accounta* 
ble to them because he had succeeded. 

A letter, dated 19 th of December, was delivered to Bacon, 
Griffiths, James and Elliott, at the plidntiff *s house, in which 
he says he has no objection of seeing John Field, on certain 
conditbns : 'though Mr. Redman says that John Evans told 
them, that they had no right to vi^t lum, as he had resigned i 
but the letter takes no such ground. In every step we find 
fresh and fresh complaints, with less and less foundation ; 
vhy i^ve a statement to these men, if they had no jurtadic« 
tion ? In this letter he states John James, to be a pert, vaiUf 
forward man ; here is a man so dreadfully afflicted by de&ma* 
tlon of his character : as to be thrown into paroxisms of gout, 
by admonidon \ what feetings does he suppose John James 
bas, for his character, yet we find those very unbecenun^ , 
words exdte no resentment. Jo,hn £. Redman represents 
John Biddle as acting an uncharitable part in the preparative 
meeting: yet he has clearly exculpated bimself. In the 
yreparativt meeting ef December 25th) it appears thsit Rei* 



BUB was scat tibeso by tfie plaintiff i^by I tP nokoigepkiiinii' 
ty ? if they vrere strtngers to him, what interest had he in 
the report ? he declares that John Evans will see that person 
on certain conditions, why this ? if John Evans did not belong 
to the meeting. He complains of the first report of the eom« 
mittee ; How would that injure him ? Here let me notice that 
Redman says, these persons came to John Evans, as friendSf 
and yet report as overseers ; now Folwell expressly states 
that they went as a committee; John Evanses letter is addres9« 
ed to them as a committee : again, Redman says they went as 
overseers, but as overseers thc|y had nothing to do with it* 
Redman's inaccuracy is very palpable, and he is contradicted 
§y Samuel Settle and Elijah Waring : he attributes to Elijah 
Waring a speech, in the preparative meeting, and Elijah 
Waring does not recollect that he was there at all. 

^Elijah Waring now stood up and observed, he recollected 
(hat he was there,] he represented Samuel Betttle, as saybg 
diat John Evans's ilhiess, was of along standing, and that it was 
not likely, it would speedily be removed ; he therefore did 
not think it a good reason to delay proceeding* He adds 
Bothing more with respect to Mr. Bettle ; but it appearsf that 
when Dr. Griffiths explained the nature of his disease, that it 
was a recent attack, which.might be made to give way in % 
abort time ; that Mr. Settle, on hearing this, instantly roset 
end declared his cheerful concurrence in the fioatfionement^ aS 
' became a humane and good man. On the 2fi\k of January^ 
ike comndttee reported, that John Evans bebg still indispos* 
td, they had thought it right to detain, his case, under advise^ 
ment, until next meeting. In the Monthly Meeting of Janua* 
Ty 30th, a report was called for, the business having laid dor* 
wsxiXfive months, A report was made by his friend Dr. 
Griffiths ; all who know his amiable character, as well as we, 
know he would press nothing against a stranger, much less 
Bgunts a friend. The matter was referred to next month; 
there is no precipitating in this. How was the intervening 
vme spent ^ was it not in the most patient and benevolent en* 
ifovorsf to bring John Evans to a sense qf right 1^ not to puB-^ 
kb by the penal rules of the doeiety i still the sodety^do not 
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«ct deGin?al]r on it. l^eblruar^ 26th, tho preparative meeting 
conclude to lay the complaint before the monthly meeting of 
February 37th, but the complaint is not entered on the 
monthly meeting; minutes, dlthough the resignadon, then six 
months old, is accepted, and David Bacon and Dr. Griffikhs» 
are desired to inform him of it : these were his selected 
friends; here then the connection of John Evans, with the 
Society closes. The paper is then handed over to the women's 
meeting : why ? to give Barbara Igvans a constitutional mode 
of proceeding, and where is the severity of it, if they had dis- 
owned her, when they disowned her husband ? •then we should 
have had the charge of ri^or stamped upon it. But 
Barbara Evans, we contend, still remained a member ; of her 
ease, the women Friends were the proper judges, and to them 
it is in the usual order transmitted ; and notwithstanding Mr. 
JLeroy's complaint of this course, I say it was kind and affec- 
tionate towards her. To the women's meeting it was officially 
new matter, Barbara Evans had never appeared on their books 
as an offender. On February 37th, Barbara Evan's letter to 
Hannah Elliot, was delivered and read ; see with what de- 
licacy, with what feeling, women Friends conduct themselves ! 
as appears officially from their minutes ; " February 37th con- 
tinued," March 36th continued,** April 30th a committee ap- 
pointed;** (without the knowledge or participation of the men) 
to do what, « at least to endeavor to obtsdn a conference,** is 
this kindness or malice ? The appointment, and acts of the 
committee are important, for it is here we must find the en- 
deavor to alienate the affections of the wife, compldned of by 
the plaintiff's counsel, and sworn to by Shephard. These are 
the messengers of discord, persecution, intolerance, insidious- 
ly sent forward by the men— No. — If they sought to alien- 
ale, would they have gone to the house, her husband present, 
and requested to see her ; would they not have attempted a 
secret interview ? in their appointment, we trace no authority 
to do an unlawful and unfriendly act. But we may perceive 
more respect, more kindness, than if her resignation had been 
eoTdiy entered in their books, without an enquiry or expres- 

|k don of interset. 
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If iotb^ ^ercis^ of their ghridtain dutie^ia the^jc^utioii of 
those dutieSf whicby in various formsy and at various timesjp 
>rere devolved upon the defendants; if the jurjr can discem|the 
symptoms of a latent midice against the plaintiff; if they am 
perceive an unkindi unfriendly act, or even expression} some 
color m^ be given to the action. But ify on the contrary, it 
Is merely the official act of the public body, and if, in addition 
to this, it has been pursued with unexceeded patience, and 
unrequited forbearance, surely we must stand acquitted in 
your eyes, and in those of the world. 

The last question I submit to you is, whether the plaintiff 
continued an object of that discipline, by which, before his 
resignation, he was undoubtedly bound. That the defend* 
ants so considered him, is certain from the evidence, un- 
til the testimony of disownment was entered in the minuter 
of the men's monthly meetmg, and that the wife was so con- 
sidered by them, on the 19th of May, b equally clear, to re- 
Imt the supposition of malice, in a legal sense, which the 
^isintiff's counsel must rely on, to maintain their case. 

But I am willing to meet the question more closely* Is a 
redgnation unaccepted, unacted on, by the religious soeiety, 
to which it is tendered, sufficient to destroy the right of exer- 
dsing discipline over the member ; that member too, at the 
time ef t^ideriag it, lying under a chiarge of breached disci- 
plme, or any other matter probitdted by the rules of the socie* 
ty. In respect to the society ofFriends, we deny the po#et 
of • member to evade inquiry, to escfape the inffiction of merit* 
ed eensure^ by withdrawing himself, 4t pleasure^ from the 

« 

Community. 

That m^n, as our opponent centend$» is a free agent, is not 
to be disputed, but it surely must be conceded, that he is 
bound by voluntary contracts, civil or religious. 

If he has assodated himself with a religious society, pan 
of whose mks it is, that there must be a concurrent act, be^ 
^re the m£vidual could disunite himself from the society, he 
& booiMll^ fuch a dontraet. 

ft]»40o»i^.Qf|iieAiI^ Aat tlie Ugh^ 
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and duty df frientiy admonition, continue till a neparation is 
6dttipleted,>e cannot dispute it. The casie «f Mary JerotDi 
is full in point. 

She declared, that she considered fierself nolongera ihiin- 
ber ; her re^gnsftion was, therefore, substantially as fiiH Hod, 
elTectiViB <^ the'written resignation of John ETims ; ^t tfie 
subsequerft proceedings cf the meetStrg, received thesahcdon 
of Ae CDtnt) as the exerciise of u sahitaryi religious discipliite 
bvetlier. 

It may be compared to theact of an individual) who havhiig 
committed the olTence of tivskson -agaonst the state, seeks to 
avoid its punishment) by vdtttory expartriation. It has been 
decided in our courts, and it Is indeed 'the Voice of mankiiid) 
thftt hie canmdt thus extSngtash the offience, imd escape the 
imtiishmem Plotted to it. 

It would b^ mischievous to the oHher tnenfbers of the same 
religions tsociety ; if one member, dtber opetAy accinesi or 
insidiously asperses the'cbaracter of atiother, «iiid can then re*- 
»gn, there is ik> mode ttf redit«s. The mild and prllrate in,- 
quiry, mentioned andaippioved, by Chief Justice J^lghihan^ is 
lost, and transactions, Which might mhinnise be peaceably, 
andprudent!y,BettIed end adjusted, are Ud open, as he ob- 
serveS)to the scorn and iidicUle of ilie world. 

It mfery be injurious to the indWidual 'himself ; no one can 
deny that to be in unity vrith a;re6pectablea%li^us society, is 
both a teixqHyral, anda-spSritual benefit. When tine for 
further c^nideration is afforded, rash and hasty xeiigBAtions, 
may bereetfled) and the -party be led to rejoke in the de- 
lay. 

Indeed, the plaintiff Imntelf, has recognized the authority of 
the meeting,' in various shapes -and stages ; I will iu)t repeat 
the evidence on thkhead. 

Until the 27tl>'of Fd)ruary, I consider him as in full unity ; 
on that day) and not before the separation, as to him) was com- 
plete 

But the resignation of his wife, had not taken effect on the 
i9thofMay. 

Let us consider how far these principles apply to her C8$e. 
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That his re^gnation did nul include her's h manifest ; tiiey 
were jointly tendered in the first instance, and her'a Waji se^^a- 
rately repeated. Thus, a power of distinct ag^eqcy, on her part, 
is admitted by his own act, and if the resignation,' as' to him, 
was incomplete, till the the society concurreid, ii was equally 
SQ as to fktr. If by his consent, she became, or continued a' 
member, at the time of* their marriage ; by his conseht, that 
membership continued till legally dissolved. But if bis as-' 
sent was not legally necessary to her becoming a member, in 
the first instance, it was not necessary to her continuing one. 
In every point of view, therefore, she was subject to their 
discipline, on the 1 9th day of May, and it was the duty of the 
women Friends to proceed as they have done. 

Gentlemen, I will detain you n» longer* Consider the 
motives, and trace throughout the conduct of the plaintiiTand 
defendants, and then answer, whether there is any ground) oh 
which this action can be sustained- If upon the whole, you 
find the defendants, only going forward in the line of their duty^. 
arising from the connection of all the parties, in a religious 
society, I trust your verdict will be for the defendants. 
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Mr. lewis, Fvr tht dqfindanu. 

Gentlemen of the jurf) may it please your honour, when- 
ever I hm Boch clientsi such important rights, civil, moral, 
and relii^OQa, to defend, I trust no exertion on my part shall be 
wanting* In this country, I am happy to say, every church 
may establish such rules of government as may seem to 
them conformable to the will of god. Gentlemen, since any 
Coimael coidd be found, who could be prevailed upon to brinjg^ 
thb action, I am glad it has been brought. It has given my 
clients an opportunity to shew that the discipline of their 
'Xrfcurch, is conformable to the will of God; that they are mo- 
derate, mild, and forbearing ; that no pains, no endeavours, 
no personal exertkms, within the limits of reason, are ever 
avoided, to insure the lasting happiness of an individual. 

If nothing but the visit of these female defendants tt the 
house of John Evans, and the transaction which took place 
al tl^M: vidt had appeared, and the plaintiff had brought his 
action, claiming 20,000 dollars damages, it would have been 
treated with indignation, or mth ridicule, if not contempt, 
but he has endeavored to give it a different complection by 
itonneeting with it certain prior transactions ? We have heard 
there had been an attempt to sow dissentbns, between man 
and wife; that there had been religious oppressions. Is there 
any thing in the transaction ? any thing in the characters of 
these defendants that shews the least likelihood of such an 
attempt ? no; the counsel have attempted to magnify, I will 
not say a mole hill, but the thousandth part of a mole hill 
into a mountain. In those prior transactions, I think we 
shall be able to show, that the misconduct has been altogether 
on the part of the pldntiff himself. I shall in the first place, 
genUemen, take up this business, (where it ought to have 
begun) at the letter of resignation, and shall trace it up to 
the dreadful assault; which has been alledged to have been 
committed. I will call it dreadful, because i( committed in 
an attempt, to separate husband from wife, it was truly diabo- 
lical. On certain complaints bdng made to friends, against 
Jblm £tans, ^uid certain piNodeedings being had thereon, John 
Ik 



£van5) and Barbate Sis vife, wrete^ and tsoot th<Sr k^efof 
Yesignadon as follows : 

Te the montlily meeting of tho religious aodetf} of the 
people called quakers, hi Philadelphia. 

Bth Monthy SfrA, 1810. 
The subscribers^ cimuder themselves no way reqxmsible 
to the society, and no longer members thereof, and Uus to be 
considered as their relinquishment. 

JOHN EVANS, BARBARA EVANS. 

After some time, this letter (as it contained the resignation 
of Barbara Evans,) was handed over to the womens* monthly 
meeting; who have thus noticed it, in the following minute. 
** A paper was handed us by men friends, signed by John 
and Barbara Evans, stating that they conuder themselves, 
no way responsible to the seciety, and no longer members 
thereof. And a letter addressed to the meeting, was also ; 
received from her, explaining her reasons for the relinquish- 
ment of her membership, Friends being much exercised 
under the affecting circumstance, believe it right to leave the 
subject, under consideration of the meeting another mcmth.** 

The womens meeting took up the subject, and determined 
to hold it under consideration until next month. Hold what -. 
tinder consideraticm ? Barbara Evans had told them she 
did not dissent from any difference of principles. There had 
been no charge whatever exhibited against her ; they were 
not conskiering in what manner they should pursue her t* 
punishment; they were not conudering, in what manner 
they should separate, husband and wife upon religious pria* 
ciples, because no difference of re%ious prindples existed ; 
they were not considering in what manned thby ra%ht collect 
evidence agsdnst her ; how, they might hold her up as a cul« 
prit. They were considering, in •vhat manner they might 
bring her to sober, and serious reflection. On the SOth of 
April, 180f, they again resumed the subject, I will turn to 
4he minute of that date. j 

** The subject of Barbai^ Evans, was agidn resumed, an4 J 
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fi weighty coQSideradoD, on the in^porUn^ mattc/Ti it 
appears to be the judgment of the meetingi that it will b^ 
nght at least to endeavor to obtain a conference wit^ hex ; 
for which purpose ; HannahClarke^ Susanna Haydock, and 
Jane Pearce, are appointed. 

What dd they determine upon at this period? that it 
WouM ba right to endeavour to obtain a conference ? aglun 
I ask what kiducement? what motive. Agaon I ansvecty 
it was solely to obtain a serious^ religious, conversation) and 
if possible to bring her to a sense of her reason. Where is 
the difference in principle^ between an endeavor to det^ 
one who is going astray, from the sbeepfold of truths and an 
endeavour to reclaim one who has gone ? was it not their 
leligious duty, to endeavor to confer with, reclaim, and agsdn 
bryig back, particularly in a case, where there had been no 
change of religious opinions? I agsdn assert they had no 
motive under heaven, but a strong and imperious sense of 
moral, and religious duty. . 

That this endeavour was their duty, I will shew by an 
authority far surpassing all human laws, 18th Chapter, of St. 
Matthew. « If thy brother trespass against thee, go and tell 
liim his fault between thee and him alone ; If he shall hear 
thee, thou hast gained thy brother. But if he will not hear 
thee, then take with thee one or two more, that in the mouth 
of two or three witnesses every word may be established, and 
if he shall neglect to l^l^icm tell it unto the church; but 
if he neglect to hear «;' church, let him be unto. thee as ^ 

Jieathen man and a pi#(<^:'' 

This applies to one who belongs to the chirtch j but, in the 
I tth versej of the same chapter you will find the following 
^ords. « The Son of man, is come to save that which is 
ioatrl^w Aink ye ^ If a man hftve an hundred sheep, and one 
.of them be gone astrays, doth he not leave the ninety and nme, 
;tfid goeth into the mountains, and seeketh that which is gone^ 
astray, and if so be that lie find it, verily I say unto you,Tie re* 
joiceth more ofthat sheep, than of the ninety and nine, which 
were not astray. Even sa, it is not the ^iU of your father, 
^hich ia ia hea>cn, that one of the little one? fiboxiW perish.'' 
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Nowia the tiame ehapter, wherein directions are given » 
to those who are going astray, the same heavenly power, hiis 
told us, in what manner to proceed, las to those who have gone* 
Wy^ believie^s book, to have been indeed given, by divine 
authority ; if it be, indeed, the word of Jesus Christ himself; 
it is impossible for you to say, these defendants have done 
wrong, you cannot say 8o,without at the same time, condemn- 
ing this sacred volume, and I am sure, neither you, nor any 
other, tribunal in this country, wiU ^re to pronouBce> auch 
-su awful sentence. 

l^tusfor aiot^oinenty review this 4ittle band of ehpsen he-* 
roes, (for such they have been almost represented to be,} do 
yoii di^eover4h^re the proper materials, for an assault } had 
ilfaere been Any Resign, to commit a trespass, to assault and 
afetaidL John EVans, surely :decrepitude and weakness, would 
not have been aelected. Let us consider together Shephard'iS 
dfipbeition, (upon which the charge Fei$ls,) and the law «ptfi 
tine sYibject, and I affirm, it wiQ appear no assault and4)atter]r9 
no tresspass however slight, 'has been cofnmltted. What is 
ui assiault and battery ? what nfe its ingre^ents ? let us turn to 
Beer's nisiprius, p. 15.. << And first, an.asaauhis an attempt 
or dlfer, by force or violence, to do a-eorporal hurt to anothfMTi 
aS;by>pointing a pitchfork at him} "Vi^ien standing within reach ; 
presenting a gun at him ; drawing a sword, and waving it ip 
•.tnfenacing manner, fcc." 

:v ^xBnt no words can amount to an assault, though perhaps 
ikj ikiay in some cases, serve to explsdn a doubtful action j 
flsif ftiihan were to lay his hand on his sword and say, << if it 
ifiperoaidt mme dme, he would not take such language" these 
wor&(o«rould'prevent \kp action, from being construed to be 
adASsault, because they shew he had no intent,4o do him any 
Wqidral hurt at that time. Secondly^ a battery, which always 
inStedes an assault, is the actual doing an injur][, be it ever 
tB^mall, in an angryr or revengeful rude, or insolent manner, 
as by spitting in the face, or violently jostling &c." 

What coukLexcite anger ijg the breast of Hannah Clackc, 
agaimit loha Evans } I sayit amounts no imore to an assault 
and botteiy, thamto a high M(ay robbery. For what is an ac- .^M 
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tion of assault and battery brought t It is stated in the aame 
book, page 9K 

1st. For the damage. 

What has been the damage here t not the 1000th part of 
ttcent. 

Snd. For the pain. 

We have not heard of any very great pain. 

Sd. For the cure. 

No evidence of any very great expence on that account* 

4th. For the disgrace. .* - * 

What man on earth, can say the plamdff has been disgra. 
ced by any act* of the drfendanta 9 

We have it in evidence, that Hannah Clarke \& very hard oT 
Iiearing, and is in the habit of laying her hand upon the arm 
or breast of any person, with whom she is in converntioiiy 
and we all know these habits, are in these cases, very com« 
pon ; a certain merchant in this city, couM be easily pointed! 
out, who is in the habit of seizing his hearer by the button. 
Gentlemen, if the committee went to perfimn, what they 
thought to be a relig^s duty, they went sanctioned by that 
divine law, vi^iich we are all bound to obey, and some very 
great outrage, must appear to have been committed by them 
to convert ^eif visit into a trespass. How did they announce 
their purpose. They told Mr. Evans, they came to see bit 
vift* If they came to commit a trespass, they would hvft 
Committed it at once, and would not have told a fie about it 
Hannah Clarke put her hand on John EvansV breas^ Jirim 
Evans then put his hand on her breast, and prevented her em 
tcring for a dme ; upon this Jane Pierce became alermed» 
fand I dont wonder at it) and ran away ; ablessed second, sbe 
must have been for such a purpose, if on the first alarm sh9 
took to her heels and ran away. I never heard of her ib^ng 
engaged in a boxing match, in the whole course of her tifi^t 
though she was bom in ChesterCoiihty, wheve they do not 
much mind these things. 

Whenthecommitted wio^ in the hdUst, we find John tftmt 
^reeured two vitnesMs, vho wei^ irith grM inzisty directed 
to riii^e m^^iAoraftdunis ; we'ateto findi be <lbi^ lib ^liliion 
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John £• Redmani to go to the meeting, and take notes of 
what ^paiMdi^ere. In ahort> thraioghoiit Uie wbdb buuneasi 
the plaintiff ahews an evident design to obtson what the Dutch- 
men caU a jgood spite action. 

Perndt tne toManune Sbepbard*s depoutien, a little more 
minutely. I most in the first place r^marki that we hare it sti 
evidence^ thatthe witness whenever he returned from sea^lived 
with the plaintiff, and never had been charged for his boai^ 
ing and lodging, nor 6aA he expect such a charge would ever 
be made. It is therefore reasonable to suppose, that his lean* 
ing, if he have any, will be in fevour ic^^^ie pla&itiff. His de^ 
poutlon strongly indicates a very impropev temper, and 6ne * 

very unfavourable to impartiaUty* He teUiiiiS) Hanorii Ci»t4ce 
dippewed to he iullo^religtnt^coHsequme^ ^ and in a land ot* 
freaehmg tme hoped, as John Evanit iffid>hi8 wife, had seen 
things in a better fight) dwy might again see them as former^ 
ly**^ Pray liow ^id the wittiess kn6ii^ ][{|fflAah Ckrke WM^. 
Ml of reSgbus consequence I how coufdhe pretend te-say* . 
whal^was paanng in her heart ? howcduldaiiy mian knowUffr 
how did he know she iqx>kein a preactung tone) Did b^ . 
know what « Was her usual tpnO) When ype^ng of smoua 
stiii^efits) In his. first eicaminationi he- saysi .Hannah Chtke 
pi^her hMid on> John Evins^s^ bceaati itfifiarembjiAAkm in^ 
tetukn to JwPtehef way, into biS' ho«se» Lel.9> we by whSst 
jdreomstanceatbis intention to fercoi wae made so apparent ; • 
inUs cross examinadon he teUt us, it waa Hannah Clarfce^ 
openoban^ and be cannot say whether ii vrfa dene in an (Hisy 
mann^iOV' with force and viplimq^ he cannot say MheAppBlBt' ^ 

ed angry, or that th^e was- any thinij^ likia .togeH inlier toiie 
or mfoviecl he judges, she inteniled to use force, from the 
mere circumstance t>i henputdng. her liand on his breart ; nn 
aedon more frequently denoting frioMfebip, tlun hosdfity^ 
He appears to bea very great judge of tones, yet he could not 
through the- whde course of the«i3uaitte8S, disfinguish iht lone . 
ofanger;he-faMurd8omet|^g much mem pffbni^ , X/ 

something that seemed to be in the tone: of preadhing. Thi» ; ,; '/. 

i8^mKar8imptonarB|dve:io{iE9ctB,tI|tp^ gives his €^pin« , '^/"^^ 
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dants. The witness in his cross examin^tjion) is oUUged t» 
confess, that he cimnot recollect any thing was said by eiti&er 
of the women, that had a tendency to alienate the wife's afTec* 
tions. Here let me ask, what are we to think, of the unfoun- 
ded assertions, of the opening counsel ? I impute nothing im- 
proper to them. Their opening no doubt, was according to 
their instructions. Let us now examine, the wonderful as- 
sault. In the first place, the committee told John Evansf 
they come to see his wife, he asks them, if they come in a 
committee capacity ; they answer they do : He then tells 
them, he will not adinit them* that his wife will not see any 
person, who is appointed by the meeting, to waiton her. Now 
this is only a refusal to see them, in a committee capacity. 
It only amounted to a prohibidon, to see bis wife. Hannah 
Clarke then put her hand on John Eyans's breast, and John 
Evans, put his hand on her breast, and prevented her enter* 
ing for a time. It is fortunate for the plaintiff, that Hannah 
Clarke, attacked him with her open hand, he might other- 
urtae have been demolished at a blow, as we cannot pretend to 
say, what the fist of Hercules might have done. Jane 
Pierce became alarmed, was retreating towards Chesnut- 
street, but was called back, by Susan Haydock, who was 
standing by John Evans ; John Evans then retired into the 
entry, and they all followed him in ; we afterwards find the 
plaintiff said to them, that as some of them had come from a 
'distance, the laws of civility, claimed his asking them to walk 
in the parlour and rest themselves, we find they did so ; now 
I shall contend their coming in, was in consequence of this 
invitadon. They came into the entry, in consequence of his 
retiring, and if so, certainly with his consent, and they went 
into the parlour, by hb express invitation. He did not wish 
them to see his wife, but his wife was laying down, and he 
wanted to converse with them himself : he related to them 
all the circumstances as the witness says, <^ he entered into a 
full discus^on, of all the various drcumstances attending 
the business from the origin of it/' informed them of the 
cruel and unjust treatment )ie had himself received, Irom the 
Quakers society, told them the Society had exposed his wife's 
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niiTlie repeat^lyj as an. c/ffeAiIer, in the minutes, of their 
montfaljr meedng. Recollect gentlemen, his object in asking 
them in, was to make these communications ; to enter Into 
this discussion, for, at the very time of his asking them in, he 
requested Shephard and Redman, to come into the parlour, 
as witnesses, to what he should further communicate. 

He further told them, he esteemed them as citizens ; but 
if they came again, their sex, should not protect them : I 
suppose he meant, that if they came again, he would have at 
them, and try by fisty cuffs, who was strongest. You have 
now before you, the whole of the most wonderful assault, 
committed, by a feeble woman ; . with her open hand ; with- 
out anger or violence ; in the discharge of a religious duty. 
In Buller Nisi Prius page 16, it is said << if a nfian wantonly 
do an act, by which another man is hurt, as by pushing a 
drunken man, he will be answerable in an action of assault 
and battery, but if he intend doing a right act, as to assist 
such drunken man, or prevent him from going aiong the 
street without help, and in so doing, an hurt do ensue, he 
will not be answerable.'* 

It is not my intention to apply this case further than in 
principle. The fact is the plaintiff had been laying the nest 
egg of a law suit, but if such a trespass, can be the subject of 
a law suit, wherein four eminent counsel may be concerned, 
four days consumed, and a very large audience collected, 
I know of no subject whatever which may not be entitled to 
occupy the time and attention of the commonwealth. Such 
a suit, for such a trespass, whether agsunst men or women, 
rich or poor, argues an apathy, obliquity or debasement of mind, 
hardly ever equalled in a court of justice. The act, com- 
plsuned of, was a godlike act, and if it can be made culpable,. 
God, and God alone, can know whether any act be acceptable 
In his sight. 

The only case in point, in my recollection, is that of the 
man, who having fallen, overboard, had his life saved by a 
boat hook, thrown out by one of his companions j the boat 
hook undoubtedly saved his life, but happened unfortunately to 
put out his eye, whereiipion he brought an action df assault 
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and battery, against the man who had saved Jiim. This case 
timid have been of great service to our opponentSi hi^pot 
the judge, unfortunately, been of opinion tbaf the action could 
. Bot be maintained. 

« 

I will now turn your attention for a moment, to the resigna- 
nation. We have been asked, " is a person because thej 
have been once a quaker, a presbyterian, an episcopalian, 
always chained ? can they bj prevented from changing thei^^ 
religion? In the first place, I say, this question does not 
arise out of the case ^ there has, been no change of religious 
opinion. In the next place I will, in my turn ask ? can the 
law be such a ridiculous and absurd system, as to suffer any 
man by resigning to screen himself from punishment ! * 
Supposfe a publick officer has subjected -himself to an im- 
peachment, that would disable him from holding any office of 
trust, 01^ profit ; can it "be supposed that lie, by resigning 
his post, can elude the disabling sentence I No—- the'prior 
rights acquire against him; the prior responsibilities incurred 
.by him, the prior offences co^nmitted by him, must and will 
be, examined into, enquired into «nd punished. Suppose 
two men who are members of a cc^ctain society, enter into a 
contract relying on a rule, or law of that society^ which pro- 
vides a particular, speedy remedy,;^ ,mode of enforcing 
the executbn of such a contract, if the executbn should be 
delayed/ jcan one of them by withdrawing from the society 
deprive tlte other of the speedy remedy, on which he relied. 
Such an absurdity ccmnot be law. 

Upon the question about the amount of damages, and the 
cases cited to show instances where excessive damages have 
been gi^jen, I disdain to make any remark. 

I have now gone through what is certainly the proper 
ease before you, but as our opponents have et^quired into 
previous transactions, I am obliged to go back again, and 
to consider what took place before the period at which I 
commenced. 

Every church has a right to establish rules of discipline ; 
ttey could not possibly exist without them ; and these rules, 
wul be tecognized, and have been recognized by courts of 
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jtisticft^ not vblf in iUsccmmttj, but in England. In tiid otae 
Itt Burai read tkis inormng bj Mr. Bawlej it appear^ ttet 
Mm^ Jerom declared she did not belong to the aocieiy ^f 
Fmo^» and that a fear and^ half afterwards, they ex^lled 
iter. Now, if they had no right to enforce their rules of dia- 
^cipKne, and if they had not a right to enforce them too, in the 
case of one who had resigned, (for there is no difference be- 
tween a verbal and a written resignation } the testimony of 
dis6w6ment would have been a libel, so if Mary Jerom had 
not been considered within their jurisdiction. 

Let us now examine the proceedings against John £vanS| 
and see, whether or not, they have been according to the esta- 
blished discipline. It might be enough for us to say, that a 
tompetent tribunal, has acted upon this case, and that their 
deciaon renlaining unreversed, is binding as to all that has ta- 
ken i^ace ; but it is our wbh to go further, and to substantiate 
the allegation, that these respectable defendants, atankl alto- 
gether gniltless, though impeached. 

Whether John Field, or John Evans behaved amiss, we 
neither know nor care: we know that John Evann (in a -tetter 
to John Baker, one of Field's assignees) charged John Field 
with a gross fraud : on this, John Field complained tp Jbe 
meeting. This domi|«nt, connsted of two parts ; the onOf 
charging John Evans with misconduct, in the management of 
a trust, andthe other, charging him with defamation of the com- 

pUiinant's character. The meeting refused to interfere in 

* 

the affair of the trust, because third persons, who were not 
members, were concerned in it, and their rules of discipline, 
authorise their interference, in Uiose eases only, wherein ncme 
but members are concerned : they could not, with the least 
propriety authorise any proceedings In any other cases. They, 
tfidrefore, had no authority, whatever, to meddle with the 
firit charge, telatiog to the trust. But the second charge, 
"was within their jurisdicticni ; it was upon a subject, into 
which, they were peculiarly bound to enquire ; in page 99 fc 
^Oj of their bo6k of discipline, which containa reguhitions, too 
wise, too just, and too evangelical, to be read too often ; we 
find the testimony against defamation, a vice, which is tend- 
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ibgtel t» the nm and destrvctioii of this coantiyy md jet* 
mitmetosayiiftherebetfiy vicei which callttiiore kniA^ 
finr faivestigatioiiy io^ reprehenaony a|id exdoaoH} I can hard- 
Ijr tell what that rice is. Mr. Levy has ssid, the meetinij^ 
could not take up the one of these charges, without, at the 
aame timet taking up the other ; I ask why, for what reason ^ 
If I bring a suit in thb court, and state two causes of action, 
one of which, is within the jurisdiction of the court, and the 
other without the jusisdiction, cannot the court proceed as 
to that which is within it I Is it not as much the duty of the 
court, to proceed as to the one, as it is, to refuse proceeding as 
to the other ?— not the least doubt of it The discipline, re- 
quired every member to submit his own case ; the meeting, 
tiierefore, agreed to take up the charge of defamation, which 
was within their jurisdiction. They called upon John Evans, 
and required him, according to the eHablished rules, to see 
John Field, in the presence of two or three witnesses, that the 
truth might be established. This, John Evans refused to do, 
and by so refusing, he spurned at the divine law; he under- 
took to be wiser than his master, and for that cause he was 
disowned. If John Evans had not valued himself upon his 
superior wisdom and virtue, but had met John Field, as he 
was bound to do, and had shewn John|^ld was in the wrongs 
1^ he n%ht have done^ if it were.so ; then John Field would 
have been disowned, and not John Evans. 

The Preparadve meeting, is not a meeting of record, but 
of investigation- It is here the overseers, bring matters, 
which they are unable to settle ; here the accuser and accus- 
ed may be heard* If the matter cannot be settled here, it is 
then carried to the monthly meeting. I will now read the 
first nunute of the preparative meeting, of the 38th of August, 
}806, (reads the minute of that date, vide ante page 18, 19.) 

The overseers here report, that John Evans had refused to 
See the party. This is all they do report, this was all the 
charge, which the preparative meeting afterwards reported, 
to the mcmthly meeting. It was the charge of the overseers, 
ihwhi^ John Field took no part, and it was all the 
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xhargeiupMi which Friends proceoded; It was this fwxt 
that engagedjbheir long and laborious attention. 

We have heard loud complaints agunst the everseersf. 
because the business had been abandoned and then ukep up^ 
without the knowledge of John Evans or ci his friends. Let 
us con^der thb for a moment, we have it in evidence that 
John Field brought forward hb complaint in 1804 ; but for 
some reasons was induced to suspend the matter* In 1806i 
John Field finding that John Evans, still continued to slander 
him as he alledges, renewed his complaint to the meeting in 
writing, It was then brought forward, and there is n^ 
foundation to say it was ever ab^doned or that John Evans 
was ignorant of its existence. I will show it was not aban* 
doned, and that John Evans knew it was not abandoned by- 
the acts of John Evans himself. By his letter of resignation en* 
dosing the certificates, it appears that on the 33d of July, (five 
weeks before the report, to the preparative meeting, whidi 
was made on the 38th of August,) Caleb Carmalt called on 
John Evans and told him hb case would come on, that John 
Evans requested a conference with the overseers, before It 
came on, we find also that John Evans requested his relatioiit 
John Evans Redman, to go to the meeting at the time when 
the business was to IxegMJ^en up and to take notes, of the pro* 
eeedings. In hb letter of reugnation, he states thit he wm 
persecuted and tormented about the budness by the overseerii 
till they had given him a fever or a choUck. Now what do 
you think of hb assertion, that he considered it dead for 
ever until the day before it came on in the monthly meeting? 
How can you reconcile such glaring Inconsbiencies I He 
considered it dead, and yet he was tormented about it by thie 
overseers almost to death. I will now go on in tracing the 
proceedings. On he 38th of August, 1806, the overseers 
report to the preparative meeting that John Evans, had re* 
fosed to see the party either by himself or in company with 
the overseers. A committee b then appointed to viuit 
him and report to the next meeting on the S5th of September. 
One member of the committeci aK^ointed 98th of ^giis^ 
was at hb request released^ and the conmuttee havbg le^ 




^foMdd aBsUtaiice^ severd m^ndbers wore added. Opliic 
30th of October, the oamad^lm was. contia^ed. Chi 'liia 
3ftb of November the case was still contiiiued wider^lhe 
eare of the commktee* Onlte S5th of DeGeaaber, the casa 
Vas ag^ taken up^ At this meelai^ a member having 
suggested thitf the proceedings of tSait overseers w«De iscor- 
vecty die committee were requested to enquire into tha 
ground of the minute of charge. This was an instance of 
lenitf idmost wiexampled^ On tto 29th of January , ItO?^ 
this committee reported that thej had investigated the pro- 
ceedings of the overseers, and had found them to be accordhig 
to discipline. At this meeting, Dr. Grifitths having tnentionedt 
that John Evans was incfisposed, it was agreed to retain his 
ease another numth Is there any thing like unwarrantable * 
haste in these pittctSedings ? any thing like a wish to proceed 
without his knowledge } without giving him an opportunity 
to examine, mquire, and correct his errors ? On the 26th of 
February^ the committee having nothing further to report, 
the preparative meeting agreed to carry the buuness forward 
to the nionthly meeting, togeHier with some information of 
the labor of the preparative meedng* Now what was the com^ 
jdaint then carried forward, by the preparative meeting, ta 
the monthly meeting ? nothing mi^Mthan what I have be- 
fore stal(|l& that a difference subsntn^ between John Evana 
and another member, John refused to see the party either 
by himself, or in compsmy with the overseers. This was lus 
oflfence, against their rules of dsd^ine, of which they were 
bcMUid to take notice. 

On the 97th of August, John Evanis, findinglKitttselftoa , 

proud, or too obstinate, to acknowledge the ertbr, he bad * 
committed, in refusing to the overseers, to see the-part^p, 
wrote bis letter of resignation. This letter was banned to, 
tha clerk of the monthly meeting, on the 29th, when bath the 
resignation and the accompanying reasons, were refen«d to 
the committee, and held under considerauon, until Oie 30th 
of January, 1807. The committee then report, and the resign 
nation||pkg then read, a farther committee wiS veit>ally ap- 
^pmnted. On the STdi of Februwpy, the subject of the^ re^?ia- 
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tlon was further considered, the resignadon. finally accepted, 
and Samue^P. Griffiths^ and David Bacon, men whom John 
' Evans had named as his friends, were requested to inform 
John Evans of the s^e. Thus, after much forbearance, and 
patient Is^ur, after leaving open the door of grace for a long 
time, they inalljr coi^ply with the request of John Eyans,^ in 
his very Words, and desire two men, known to be hisfriiends, 
to imferm him of their having so complied. You will in vain 
seek in these proceedings, for malice, expression, persecution, 
and intolerance. No human being can suppose, there was any 
thing like malice; db^the contrary^ I assert, every endea- 
vor in the power of Ubnev<4ence itself, has beeii employed. 
We have heard complaints that the meeting did not act soon 
CQough, upon the re^gnatim. According to the doctrine of 
our exponents, there was no necessity for its being accepted 
at all, and therefore, it is of no consequence, whether ' they 
took it up soon or late. '^ Sometimes we are too quick, iMme^'X^ 
times too slow; sometinves persecuting the plaintiff, ahd g^v- ^"^^ 
ing him the gout, by callihg on him ; somedmdB persecuting >» / 
lum, and giving him a fever, by not calling on \&au Bh ^^ / 
conduct reminds me of the bed of Procrust^ if we are too / 
long, he wUl lop us off, if too short, he wiU stretch us out; / 
we can do nothing t^Mfease him. *^ 

It has been sfdd, tmR the men's monthly meetiii|hby hand- 
ing over the letter of resignation to the women's monthl^ 
meedng, became responsible, for all the subsequent acts of the 
women.. These two meedngs, are separate aad dbtinct, and 
each of them, exclusively, investigates the conduct of its own 
members. John and Barbara Evans, sent in, to the meni a 
jomt resignation ; with Barbara Evans, the men's meeting 
had nothing to do, they tl^erefore, instead of burning it, hand- 
ed it over to the persons to whom it ought to have been di« 
rected. They acted in this, as a man would do who should re- 
ceive from the post ofike, by mistake, a letter intended for 
somebody else ; if he were a civil, well bred man, he would 
not thrbw it >y, as a paper of no consequence to him, but 
would send it^to the person^ for whom it was intonded* 




Gentl^meU} I hav§.gon9.thn>ugJvtJi)ceyidmceofitbia.ca9ft9 
whiph M.deriy«.dJl^impiW1tM¥^eb.froTO.tli^.86ri^ attemiMLf 
n(ia(}« todcftUti^y tlHp clHifcti ^mplino. of eyeryT^iQU$ sooic^, 
in e»3ten^t Cim.ypu.upon;tb?A^vidqn«c> upQiiyoitfosilbfi^nd 
afiimKaUcgnsi say thfimi dcf^ndsixUs hfive coanmittf^'im a«f |»uit 
and batt^ryj .and a jtrfsip^^ Thf ^ defondan|$i wb^wrc^ hcm- 
csUy;awi psi|ic«)ily. l^lprjifigiin what tb<?y ciwiceiy^ tq j:ie,the 
^tJLt^ ojF tbeJr religjon, Tbi^e cMendltttSy wh^. were, in tte 
W^ryif^ of) thei^ bleij^rcidoeTOer.J IJ^y^n. an4 Ju^ticft fof- 
bi4 it I, (ippQ you?: vj^^^t v^iU be jsucb a on^ a9. abaU bmg 
John Evans to regept seriou^lyi on tljic pasi^ and to be conm- 
ced of the^ error hf h^s cc^nMUed* I hppe you iriU thns 
p^yei^t bii^laft inoB^ents^ffcnti be}ng,.enE»biU^x:^ by^tbe davk 
t^ijpsj^^^ w^aoh xn^y b^ tajtcn^bjr. a bi)9y ^cpnspjenue^ Thet 
bf^ mp^,:fhm reflfict apd be conyinc^e^j an<l ^bus be^v^ fnwi 
fitfii^hpurspf^pauv.isj3[>y.<npst be^jCty; wi$h» 
. I^^a^fbi^^ ^W^ ^bat FriendSf jn dea^g .with John Eyanay 
in tbe,i]$i9iip^r they .did^sapte^ ^ obedie9#p,to the divine. com- 
inaB|^,..def?|^^^ } sb^H conclude by liring- 

vm to.yffli?r refc4ffiSi^>Jtb* ^cp^cfiargp-giyep by tbe.ApOR- 
tte.Papl toTiinotb3^,*.rc^ing^to .cAttrc^ and' the 

rnanagement of, church affsiirj^ at gmi^, to IM^ce^oni^ : < I 
« charge thee, before God, and the luoc^je^us Christ, sii^ thp 
<*^ elect HAjpfil% that thp^ pl:t»?«y^ th^4pthipgg, . without prc- 
« ferrii^^e^before another; doing nothingby partWity.'* 

1 Tim.. cl)«p. 5.y.2U 
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I thi&t} tiiaUi lasti'ii^ most unreasonatity^piK^^^ ^ 

bdki^lKhfi: to a cohcli^idpii. tt is a cause w^cK soliHts ybiir at- 
tehftc^y ihydtyin|^ in iU ' cbnuoeratioii qyicstroiis of the first im- 
^rtakii:e to iyiry, inm who' values cinl| ana reltgibus^^rty ; 
6ie Hty abdietice liiave dbsieimd sumuhdi^g me for several 
daysj proves Ihy assertion; what oifijer reason can1)e ieisugn»3 
lor sedhg an att^iittve Hearer/ where tliere is room to 
t^lace a foot. Ah attempt to extend the rules of discipline 
to those who Were not mei^'be^ of the abditff that imposed 
themy lias occasioned a contest wi(h the law.l^'r superioritry 
4nd the p\i1>lic ahxiety is awalcehed and 'itrmiglf 'excited. 
The prlnclIA^sdf defence have addield exceedingly to the 
iRarm oddai&i^'ed by the transaction, wHiqlli is the ground m 
oiigloal i^mpiiidnt. 

It lias heeh bbli^Iy asserted, i^dlngeriibusly, and largely 
insisted upon, in deliberate argument by Mr. Slawle, not only 
fliat every reHgious sodety has, and oiight to be allowed, toen- 
ibtce rules of discipline (wl^h is agreed and never has been 
controverted thb' hours were spent in establishing the obmus 
position,) but that m^esignaticK) never exempts from the exer- 
cise of this disdpliflPktid that a aeparaddi^ cannot be effected 
Without the cohsenitof the s#dety, to which dp individual 
previously belcmged. Corrupdon in practice, error in doc- 
trine, and tyranny in government, give no right to an indi- 
vidual to separate from the infected body! 
-'^ I heard these principles asserted with unaffected surprise; 
did Luther^leave the communion of the Roman church, irith 
the consent of the sovereign pontiff or a general council ? was 
it with the consent of the bishops, that the disenters, not as a 
body, for none sueh was at first formed, but iniSridually re- 
nounced episcopacy ? 

Did George Fox preach his doctrine by the licence of 
man ? was it the consent or oppressions, of the established 
church, that induced friends to emigrate from their native 
country to this, then a wildernons ? ■^. . 
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To what a distressing conftict of opposite duties would 
such notions subject the man> who had conscientiously left 
a focietjT) t;hat contributed to the supportof a ministry, and 
jotnedfrienda. With the former society, the doctrine b> that 
those Hrho wait upon the altar should live by the altar, if hci 
continued bound by the first contract to pay, he must go on 
during life; and each of such payments would give the society 
of friends a right to disown him. If the argument of the 
defittidants counsel prevsdls, friends are at this moment liable 
to the discipline of the church from which they separated, 
and the society may be extirpated or at any rate exposed to 
perpetual sufferings and persecutions. 

Why, it is said, exaggerate, magnify into a matter of serious 
importance, trifles lighter than air, raise the thousandth part 
of a mole hill into a mountain, what danger from a society 
whose characteristic is, good will to man, peace and passive 
submission to injury ? There are weapons more formidable 
than swords and guns ; humility is sometimes the best db- 
guis^ for the. exercise of authority. The pope stiles ^imself 
the servant of servants, and yet the threat of disommment has 
made potentates tremble on t^eir thrones surrounded by 
armies. 

History informs us of an emperor, i|j)|o stood three days 
at the outecigate of the pope's residencei bare headed in the 
snow, from morning until the evening, and having implored 
forgiveness on the fourth day, received absolution from this 
servant o^ servants. 

There aro two ways to estimate importance ; corporal sufi- 
fefing, and injury to property, furnish the means of calcula- 
ting by one kind of arithmetic ; if you prize the enjoyment of 
the rights of conscience and domestic happiness above allother 
considerations, you graduate by a veiy different scale. What 
was the amount of the demand for ship money, a lesistance 
to which has immortalized Hampden, convulsed England to 
its centre,was one of the circumstances that led Charles I. to 
the block, and prostrated their government ? Twenty shillings. 
The oppression of an obscure individual gave rise to the 
Habeas corpus act, the second Magna Charta of England. 
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Was it the trifling tax on tea, in a pecuniat^ point of view, that 
caused ^ tc^volution in tliia countpf , dismombered the empire ^ 
oC3rita&^'and ^ave birth' to the United Statesi ior a vioUlUod of 
tlse priiStiiple that taxation and representation were insepara-' 
ble ;: and in the ^lasguage of Mr. Burke th^ people of tlui 
country didJnot wat to feel the exerdseof Actual oppresdba 
but snufibd the^Ekpproach of tyranny in «very tainted gale. 
. Ridunile has beeiv summoned to the aidof the defence; John 
Evans* has' been dressed up in afods-cap) we have been sup' 
pdied to charge weak, infirm, and aged woman with feats of 
pugilism that would have exceeded the athletic strength^ 
skill and courage of Mendoza, big Ben, Richmond and other 
prize fighters of the modem boxing school. 

Do the grave ami respectable society of friends consider 
ridicule^ as the test of truth ? I have been at a theatre in 
England when the boiise has been shaken with laughter at 
the representation of a female quaker character ; if one of 
the body had been by force carried and detained there during 
the representation, his sentiments must have been slightly 
impressed indeed, if the risible.incidentsof the evening could 
at all lessen his confidence in his religion and his persuasion 
that it was derived from the author of all good. 

Another observation^ order to remove these trite things 
out of the way, before I ' proceed to the argument on^the case. 
I acknowledge that friencU in common with other denomina- 
tions of cliristians, profess a religion that breathes peace on 
earth and good will to roan. I deny that they have any ex* 
elusive claim to this most honorable of titles. Why (it is 
asked) suspect friends of committing trespasses even if they 
had the opportunity? Because the law is wisely a system of jea*, 
lousy,, it supposes all men would do wrong if all salutary re- 
straint Were removed, and a principle of jealousy can alone 
afford . security to the citizens. The trial of this cause has 
not lessened my jealousy, I have heard principles urged to an 
extreme, that if sanctioned, would subvert the administration 
of justice, as established by the laws and the cmistitution. I 
have beard thQ fumble, suit of this venerable old *mtfi, stated 
.as if he claimed to consider himself superior in power to om- ,^/M 
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9JB9(fPWf 99A9^tmmmit in wtiKlomi to oijuiiacieaw; ndU* 
«V #M>9Mwfil ikii^0 l«iffd jSie culea df dbcipBoe, of A» 
WJfitjr ^f fiiim^ ;piit iipoD A foodi^t and iduiiiUbd idMi 
tbf irMReh fiT Ami M# May it .pleMe. tiu^ ecmet atfd fte 
SmUftiim «f ^ jtttrKf tpbelieveiiBSy wben IE assure them 
HM I donfgjfliipUlQ^tliis eKU»yagantdodtfine^to theddba* 
dantA in tbia AdioiHmttch kaa to the aociet jr of fiicnds iit 
gflli^ildi QO Ibf cQiHJtary I believey witk regard to this, nudde 
•^dttsi^k) Ihftt b b diii«ppi»^d by the atemhers of the societii 
1l)i9 are atteoAng our discusiuooa, as much as it is by mysei^ 
^ iitT my pwt laay sayi that the character of Johia Evans, lia^ 
wdergooe a fiery trial, and I trust it vill oome out of the fat* 
nace, if not seven times more fMtre, at least pure as the purest 
ffiiit aod that the j^aiooff and bb «ife» notwithstanding tiie 
suggestions of one of the defendaotV counaelf may look &ik 
IKMd to soother and a better woHdi with great tranquillity. 

W«e are said to bmng'^ action &r which tbeiv is notanjiF 
precedenl:- Novelty is no objection, provided wse are suppor»> 
tfA by reason* justioe and sound pc^cy ; our principle is as 
obimus as the right of self-defence, that any one may leave a 
?ftligiou9 sodety, consulting only hb own conscience, and that 
attempts, even tp exhort, againat express prohibiton is perse* 
f vftipn ; sfvd wben acompanied by aaiktrusion into our dwell- 
I9g is an "offence, cognizable by bw; *tis founded on the high 
authority of the constitution of the state, Article 9. sect. Si 
^That all men have a natucal, and indefeasible right 
t% in^oi^hip Almighty God, acconfing to the dictates of their 
^ff^ consciences ; that no num can, of ri^t, be compelled to 
i^end, erect or support any pbce of worship, or to mainlw 
apqi miabtiy against his consent; that np human authority 
<Wii,in.aiky case whatever, control or interfere with the rights 
ai conscience ; and that no preference shall ever be given, Iqr 
law, to any religious establishment or mode of worship*" 

A person m^st be left to pursue his ovm mode of wordlup^ 
if he b content with domestic worship, he must nat be com- 
pelled to attend at social worship ; no authority on earth has 
the r%|it to force hb conscience^ it is a matter exdusifely be-i 
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loB^big to God and binisoif* I h«ye heard much said of 
tb« purity: of the motiYe^ of the defendaata:; I arraign not 
the parity^ of their motiTesr-^have not countries heen de* 
Ingeditt hloodyby^a miaftaken zeal of persecution. I might 
refisryonto St. Paul, if I deemed it proper, even unne^ 
cessarUy to introduce the sacred writings) into a court of jus* 
ttce^-^-who when he persecuted the christians, thought he iM 
God service ; so the motives of the defendants may have been 
good^ but they- subjected the plsdntiff to much inconvenience^ 
and distressy therefore motives will not pl6ad their justifica** 
tioa. 

When in the days of Queen Ann^ an action was brciught 
Against a returning, officer, for refusing a freeman's vote» il 
vwf tibjected thi^ no such action had ever been . known il» 
WestmiMter hatt $ what.iwas the answer of. the, viftuow; aaA 
intrei»d Lord/ Chief Justiee. Holt«: Right- and renledjrarei 
fecipioea!, a^iersoDallniucy mis^ reee»re comi^eaMionf aad 
iSmm cannot Jind^ we must fni$ke a precedent. I give not Im 
tiKirda but his senJiiment. On- tbfahoccamn > we have.- stiewii 
that personal injury was flustained»t and it is of gveat^impoiM 
tiBce tatke. publis.toknowi whether the pfinciple pneviUi 
and will be suipporlediii our courts of justicei that, any mav 
may leave a refigiouaj.|HM^tyywhenvhbam8ciencte requires 
ky widiout 8Bfa}ectiBg:hiiBaelf todomioiHAry yiahs»or the: dis- 
dptine of any Jtribond'OnearthfOther than the courts eataddisb^ 
ed by the laws of hia country 4 why then all theae attempts tor 
render our eofnpiaintridicukiual aadlaugltuaoutofaooiirt 
of ijusticej-as^if theiCiKirt was notcompetetit toentertaiBrthd 
cause. In-.the^ fair fiddioSi serioua arguniBnt let ua laeet^-l 
vriftendeavour topraotioeiwhat I have heard other»preabbft 
I will &Skmtthe^ precepts^ not imitate the .example« Ydiw 
shall hear ne harsh expressienai from my Hpsy either against' 
the defiHidants or the society. I shall state the &Gts simf^ 
aa they appear in evidence^leaving the court and. jury to apply 
the pniper e^thets^and toTorin/a vevdict upmi the premises^- 

Contrary to- the* ssntunents of my learned friend Mt^ 
RamfUf I say that a- Cimrtof justkeis the proper plaae fbhr 
iuch^ disquisition^' tempafately conducted ; not mdeed if 
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solemn invocationa to th6 deity are introduce!^ whicti asprao' 

ticedby the oppodte party, trould introduce the ancient id** 

perstition of trial by ordeal and be profanely auperstitious. '- ('■' 

That we have serious business to discuss and settle I agretj 

I shall certainly not set down aught in malice'; if I cannot 

convince I will not disgust and offend. There is an expres** 

sion made use of by the opposite counsel which I notice 

with reluctaiM:e» and am sorry it was mentioned. He isaid 

that as counsel had been found,'who could be prevailed \ijpfm to 

introduce the plaindff's cause into a court of justice, he was 

glad that he had an opportunity of exposing it. He certaniltjr 

could not insinuate that the plaintiff had used any unusual 

Iheans to prevail upon his counsel to bring the action, or. thai 

they would be restrained by a fear of giving offence if they jod* 

gedthe acdon to be well founded. He is mistaken if he tbinka^^ 

fiither of these things,! can say for myself and with oonfidenoot 

I can say for my learned colleagues-^That there is not a 

flod^y or body in this stater but that4n case any of its memr* 

bers g^ve well grounded cause- of complaint^ we will bring ik 

to a hearing and decision in a court of justice. 

' This cause presents itself for consideration under two 
questions. First has a trespass been committed, of what 
kind, by all) or any, or which of the defendants ! 

Secondly. What is the nature and extent of the daniages 
to which the plaintiff is entitled, ought they to be compec^a** 
tory only, or exemplary, and to what amount i . 

In technical languages^ this is an actionVQ^^^^ c/tmni/n. or 
Domum /regit. If a trespass is proved.^ith orrvvithqutas* 
sault and battery, the action is supported. The right«f mettm 
and tuum or property in lands and houses being once establish* 
ed, it follows as a necessary consequence, that this, right must 
be exclusive, that is that the owner may retain to himself the 
sole use and occupation of his soil and castle ; this is the law 
in England, it is the law of Pennsylvania, and I hope never 
to survive the day in which it shall cease to be the law. 
If there is any thing whieh winds itself round the 6bres 
of the human heart, more than every other, it is, that 
in whatever unpleasant circumstances which may occur 
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to us in our intercourse with the w^lldy we may retire from 
the bu«y bustling crowd to our families, and shut the doors 
against all intrusions. Every entry therefore into a man's 
housey without his express or implied consent, is a tres- 
pass \ it is generally implied that a man may enter where he, 
ha» occasion, thougji not if contrary to an express order.— 
Among the" Romans a prohibition was necessary to consti- 
tute the injury. But the law of England has carried the 
point much £Mther and treats every entry upon a man's land 
or intahis house, unless by the owner's leave, or in some very 
partioulap cases, as a wrong for the satisfaction of which an 
aetipni of trespass will lie ; the quantum of that satisfaction 
4^pends upon how far the trespass was wilful cmt inadvertent. 

]^or the best, and most naturid of all reasons, the opposite 
counsel have made a very determined attack upon the deposi- 
tion of John Shephard. Mr. Rofcole thinks him ^most perjur- 
ed. Mr. LevnH that on his cross €xsfmination, truth is elicited; 
Why is he not to be believc^d X because if he is, they are tres- 
fmssers. Is his char^ter attacked ? the temptation was: strongs 
the danger too great to make the attempt; the manner of giv- 
ibg his deposition discredits, it is said, because he did not sifb* 
inlt to be cross examined 'till he was told he ought^ how ^Aould 
Ke know the rule until instructed, cross examinatiopii are not 
unftequently unpleasant^ the more so to the pabst consci- 
entious. 

It was said he was under a bias, and therefbre not to be be- 
lieved ; he first spoke of violence, he afterwards said he could 
not say how violent, was the application of the hand of one: 
defendant to the breast. Unfortunately for the defendants hi^ 
deposidon is consistent, he qualifieisr his e^tpresnons ; wh^ he 
doubts of the general transaction, he is clear ; as t^^e mi- 
nute circumstances he is naturally less confident^ 

It is my duty to make this depodtion a prprfiinent feature 
in the cause, if we do not establish the fM^ o^ ^^ trespass 
We fail at the threshold. As to the cha^cter of John Shep- 
hard it is not impeached in point of Veracity. I could not 
suppose, the opposite counsel wouM select a small .variation 
in s«me little paragraph to beat down the testimwqr arisbg 
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from an errcur in takii^f^down the evidence given here, but 
they have done so. I shall therefore minntely examine 
what has been brought before the court ; and if I am wrong 
in any part of my statement of the evidence^ I hope the courti 
or the cdttnsel opposite, will correct me* The witness 
John Shephard was examined by us in the first instance^ 
and he was told to go to the other party. What ! ssdd he^ 
I have told you all, must I undergo a further examination ? 
I told lum yes* I know that when a witness is cross exMained 
without the attendance of counsel, much depends upon the 
manner in which he is treated, it may be such as to excite 
his fears or his resentment, but I knew him perfectly safe with 
Mr. Hallowell, I told him to go to him, he immediately 
returned and answered every question it was thought proper 
to propose to him. Is there any thing in this to destroy 
his testimony ? certainly not. Let me then examine it. 
About the 19th of May, 1807, The afi^rmant was in the 
entry of John Evans' house, John Evans himself standing in 
the door ; Hannah Clark, Susanna Haydock, and Jane Pearcey 
came up to the door, one of them asked John Evans \fla» 
IK/^ Barbara JSvam wa» in. They therefore knew they 
were speaking to the owner of the house, who had a right 
to admV or exclude whom he pleased. John Evans, this man 
who is said to discover a degree of debasement unparalleled 
in a court of justicei tells them that she was at home, but 
unwell and was lying down. 

Was not this enough ? ought they not, instantly, to have 
gone away ? if so full of holy fervor and overflowing with 
kindness, had they not rather take a second walk there, than 
dista^rb ^ woman who was on her bed, unwell ? what do they 
say ' w«']l call again ^ are sorry for her indisposition ? would 
not wish to disturb her ? no, they very abruptly and laconically 
tell him they ^^ant to see hevj they had called to see her. Still 
John Evans, who<e debasement the counsel of friends, himself 
a friend ! s&ys is un|«iralleled, calmly ^and civilly asks, if they 
came in a committee capacity from the monthly meeting of 
Quakers. 

Gentlemen, you know John Evans ; he is your neighbour, 
{ he is not a man of yesterday ; you are taken from the yicin- 
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age, because you. know parties and witnesses. Actions speak 
more loudly than words ; we heard great boast of the super- 
eminent mildness of the defendants, in this business, ana the 
superlative debasement of the plaintiff; now we have an op« 
portunity to compare. So far as we have gone inte the ana- 
lysis of this deposition, the advantage, I conceive, is clearly 
on the side of John Evans^ he is calm, and every word and act 
are liable to no exception. On their part, they persevere, 
whei^ithe husband has told them that his wife is unwell, and 
lying down ; to the health of Mrs. Evans, they certainly were 
not kindly attentive ; they knew they were not welcome in 
this capacity, they had been informed so by Barbara £vans, 
in writing, that she would not be visited in that way; by them« 
Aye, says Mr. Lewis, but it was all kindness, to bring back» 
the poor, lost, wandering sheep, into the true fold. Vastly 
kind, indeed, to reclaim her, when going astray I What had 
she done I fallen ^erboard, like the sailor, whose case intro- 
duced the story of the boat hook ; sinking into destruction^ 
that required the usual rules of right and property to be laid 
aside. That she might not be left to the dictates of her own 
judgment and coi)science ; she was so vastly their inferior^ 
that they must be her confessors and directors, whether she 
would or not, and force their advice upon her ; is not this 
EeHgious Consequence .^— -the expression of the witness, so 
much censured-*-Again, I ask. What had she done ? com- 
mitted murder, or acted in a manner that was inconsis- 
tent with the delicacy of the female character ? No I Unex- 
ceptionable in her conduct ; perfectly so, as they themselves. 
With them, in religious sentiment, she differed from them, 
only as \.o diacifillne^y as do Presbyterians, and Independents; 
and the great variety of governments, adopted by the denomi- 
nations, into which christians are divided, does not argue the 
dereliction of the purest orthodoxy in any one more that an- 
other. Aye, there's the rub ; the credit of the meeting was 
at hazard, and therefore they give, for answer to the inqui- 
ry, that they did come in that cafiacity, Mr. Evans then tells 
them calmly, but very explicitly, that he would not admit 
them int* his house. I ask you, was it not their duty instant- 
ly to retire ? and by what law, divine or human, had they a 
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right, ttfler tkis prohibition, to put a foot over the threshold of 
his door ? If they had a right to enter his house, agdnst his 
will and prohibition, they had a right to turn him out, two can- 
not be entitled, each to an exclusive possession* 

The dinifness of Mrs. Clarke will not serve as an apology, 
his enquiry was heard and understood, as is evident from the 
answer, whicb^ was apposite. Mr. Evans proceeded to tell 
them, that his wife would not see any person, who viras ap- 
pointed by the meeting to wait on her, as she had se^lph her 
resignation of membership, long before ; was not this sound 
logic, ought it not to have been satisfactory ? says Mrs. Evans 
I disclaim ycur a ithority ; I renounce your jurisdiction, I 
will not be instructed by you. 

Further proof of the unparalleled debasement of John 
Evans : he proceeds, without passion to remind them, what 
they knew perfectly well of themselves ; that his wife had 
informed the meeting by note, after her IMiignation, that she 
would not see any person, on that account. Was this true } 
yes, here it is. February 26th < I will not see any commit- 
tee from the meeting, on the subject," directed to the 
iromen*s monthly meeting, of the religious society, of the 
people called Quakers in Philadelphia, delivered the day it 
bears date. Says Mr. Lewis^ this addition or last sentence, 
was in a different hand writing, from the preceding part, or 
the signature only was her hand writing, and they wanted to 
ascertain if there was not some mistake about it — If a possible 
circumstance of aggravation was wanting, it is now furnished, 
one of two things is thus insinuated, either that Barbara 
Evans was so stupid as to sign, without her knowing what 
she subscribed, or that John Evans was a rascal, who practised 
imposition upon his wife. 

Hannah Clarke stepped up and put her hand or hands on 
the breast of John Evans, with an intention apparently to force 
her way into the house, here permit me to pause— -this ex- 
pression of the absent witness, has excited severe strictures, 
by the opposite counsel, and insinuations of perjury. How 
happens it, that in this cause, more than is usual, the witness- 
es for the plaintiff, unless they are friends, excite personal re- 
proach,is it the mild temper of the clients that infuses rancor- 
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•ui fttjikiko lAto the zDindt of c(hii|^L ^^fmt but tlie 
AkmK^yy «« ^re told, csn jkoew th» s^rett of hearts, true, 
•imI tberf^e the vitness comeats himself with Mying what 
Vft6 dve afifrearance to kirn, of the meaiiin|^ ^ the act, and 
there leav^t the natter. 

Let las examine whether he has probabiHty on his side ; a 
very ingenious explanation is attempted, Mrs. Clarke it is said 
is defective in hearing, and therefore approaches near the 
p^gplki she addressesi and ha||^ habit of laying her hand on 
their arm. Unfortunately for the excuse she did not approach 
John Evans during the conversation, it was, when the conver- 
sation had ended, for that was the time she stept^p, and put 
her hand on his breast. Recollect the position of John Evans, 
he was standing at the door, of course unless he was removed, 
they could not conveniently pass it. It is more than well 
founded suspicion, that this habit seized her, not at the time 
of the conversatllb, but afterwards, wh^ she was mute, and 
did not attempt to speak. The merchant who seizes the but- 
tons or the skirt, as represented by Mr. Letvisy accompanies 
the act, by saying something to induce attention, which 
is the motive of the act, of thus seizing, as mentioned by 
Mr. Ltvns. 

Then John Evans put his hand on her breast, and prevent- 
ed her entering for a time, she did not say you have misun- 
derstood me, I only wanted to say something, not to go into 
your house without consent. 

Mrs. Pearce was alarmed, at what? unless the struggle 
between Mrs. Clarke and Mr. Evans, the one in endeavour- 
ing to go in, the other in keeping her out ; she was return- 
ing towards Chesnut street ; why ? but because entrance had 
been forbidden.While John Evans was repulsing Mrs. Clarke^ 
Mrs. Haydock was along side of him, and Mrs. Pearce was 
called back by her, John Evans could not do more, he retired 
into the entry, and they followed him in. This, say the op- 
posite counsel, is the dreadful assault and battery complained 
o{^ by the plaintiff, for which the enormous sum of % 20,000. 
is demanded. Our friends have not dealt candidly with us> 
in this particular, Mr. Candy stated expressly, that the 
pass and assault would not have given rise to an action^ biit.1 
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the pritidple ||1hvQ]ied, of religious persecution^ bjr extend* 
ing the rules of ditcipUne, to those not continuing members 
•f the society. If tdese domiciliary visits may be made once^ 
they may byepeated, an indefinite number of times; if from 
the distance of the 27th of February, to the 17th of May, 
there is no limitation, they may be continued through life ; 
o69ta firincifiiis-^meet the mischief in its first rise. 

An attempt was also made to excite your prejudice, on ac- 
count of the form of the d)|tf aration, it is a form preiAl^ed 
by the law, and which we cannot alter. 

In Buckle v. Money y 2 Wit, 205. The declaration was 
the saroe^respass, assault and imprisonment, the evidence 
that the plaintiff was kept in custody a few hours, and used 
very civilly* by being treated with beef-stakes and porter. Ibid 
page 207. Did the sensible, the dignified, the patriotic Ldrd 
Camden, adopt the sentiments of the opposite counsel ? you 
shall hear himspealifor himself. ^ 

^ Lord Chief Justice, I shall now state the nature of the 
case, as it appeared upon the evidence at the trial, a warrant 
viras granted by lord Halifax, secretary of state, directed to four 
messengers, to apprehend and seize the printers and publish- 
ers of a paper called the North Britain number 45. without 
any information or charge laid before the secretary of state, 
previous to the granting thereof, and without naming any 
person whatsoever in the warrant ; Carrington^ the first of 
the messengers to whom the warrant was directed, from 
some private intelligence he got, that Leech was the printer 
^ of the North Briton, number 45, directed the defendant to 
execute the warrant upon the plaintiff, (one of Leech's 
journeymen) and took him into custody for about six hours, 
and during that time treated him well, the personal injury 
done to him was very small, so tiiat if the jury had been con- 
fined by their oath to consider the mere personal injury only ; 
X>erhaps 20/. damages would have been thought sufiicient -— 
But the small injury done to the plaintiff, or the inqonsider- 
ableness of his station, and rank in life, did not appear to the 
jury in that striking light, in which the great point of law, 
touching the liberty of the subject appeared to them at the 
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trial. They saw a magistrate over all the Sing's tiibjectsy 
cxercismg arbitrary power, violating magna charta^ and at- 
tempting to destroy the liberty of the kingdom, by insisting 
upon the legality of thb general warrant before them. They 
heard the king's counsel, and saw the solicitor of Wie treasury^ 
endeavouring to support and maintain the legality of the 
warrant, in a tyrannical and severe manner. These are the 
ideas which struck the jury on the trial, and I think they 
havo^done right in giving exen^lary damages ; to enter a 
man's house by virtue of a nameless warrant, in order to pro- 
cure evidence, b worse than the Spanish inquisition ; a law 
under which no Englishman would wish to live an hour ; it 
was a most daring public attack made on the liberty of the 
subject I thought that the 29th chapter of Magna Charter 
Mdhia liber homo cafiiatur vel imfiriaonetur 49*0. nee sufier eum 
iHmuM ^r. nUtfier legale judicium fiarium auorum velfier le* 
gem terra l:fc. which is pointed against arbitrary power, was 
Isolated. I cannot say, what damages I should have given, if 
I had been upon the jury ; but I directed, and told them they 
were not bound to any certain damages, ag^nst the seUci* 
tor general's argument. Upon the whole, I am of opinion 
the damages are not excesdve, and that it is very dangerous 
&r the judges to intermeddle in damages for torte ; it must 
hb a glaring case indeed, of outrageous damages m a torif 
and which all mankind at first bhish, must think so ; to in* 
dttce a court to grant a new trial for excessive damages." 

There were fourteen other verdicts, in similar cases, in 
'every one of which heavy damages given, 0^200/. sterlmg 
each, the juries took care to give large damages, on account 
of the important principle involved, and this course of proceed* 
inghad the desired effect ; for since that day, no secretary of 
state, has been found bold enough, to auempt to issue gene** 

ral warrants. 

Court adjourned, and met again, eadem die P. M. 

4 o'clock. 

Mr. Ingeraol. I left off with a remark, upon the opinion of 
Lord Camden, and the verdict of fifteen juries, on trespass ih 
executing general warrants, giving large damages for short 
imprisonment, and civil usage. But then it was done for the 
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adLe of the Mat princi^e invdrod^ and k w fbv the sake of 
the gveat^pnncipie invaded in this cauae^. lihat we-aakibr 
eaBeraplaiy damages. 

I peturn to m)^ analysis of the depoutiDn, JohiiEvaiDs theft 
ioibrmed Mm of the cruel, aad unjuai: treatmeiiti. he hadf 
himsaif received from- the Quaker society^ but that they) not 
aatisfied with that, endeairoored» to alienate the a&ctions of 
Hs wife from him, and- had used these means to effect it. 
Mr. Levdiy mistaking as th| wards^ of the. witness, whajfr he 
only repeats as the expressions of John- Evana^ bestowed somtfr 
pretty harsh remarks, altogether misapplied. 

Next, John Evans is chained with falsehood,, for sayings 
that they had acted to hia wife improperly and unjustly, in ex^ 
posing her name, repeatedly,, as an offender on the minutea-of 
the monthly meeting. I tell you, how I understand him, and 
if that was his meaning, he was perfectly correct. The re» 
dgnatien of Barbara Evans, was on the 27th of August, 1^6*. 
The men's monthly meeting, in February 1807, hand over to 
the women's monthly meeting, the letter of Barbara Evansy 
for them to take care therein. This- waa proceeded, as if » 
complaint had been preferred against Barbara Evaois; no such 
provision is contained in the book of diaciptine; I have eoL^ 
aimned it carefully, during the anaii-s pace this cause haS' 
made. 

February 27th 1807, Barbara Evans wrote to Hannah 
Elliot, clerk of the women's monthly meeting, desiring the 
immediate acceptance of her resignation; after which the bu- 
siness is continued from month to month, as if there was some 
matter, in which they had a right to pass censure, and an' al« 
ternative of accepting or- refusing'. Gentlemen should be^ 
cautious, how they charge others with inoorrectness, to see 
that they are perfectly correct themselves^ otherwise, the 
blow, they aim at others, recoils upon themselves. 

To increase the cruelty, says Mr. Evans, of their actions, 
it was when I was in a poor state of health, occasioned^ in a' 
great degp'ee, by their unjust conduct towards me.^ Their 
treatment never eaused the gout^ says Mi*. Lewis, I do not 
say that it did whoUy and originally^ but a «A ait, subject to 
that exciliciating disease, ntay have a-fithMight onbyi ex>' 
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treme agitatioD^ and anxiety of mind ; and eytry successive 
fit) endangers a future return^ and renders the patient less able 
to bear its delulitating effects. John Evans then told them, 
as some of them had come a distance, the law« of civility 
claimed of him to ask them into the parlour, and rest them- 
selves, which they did. Says Mr. Eavjle^ this was a waiver 
of the trespass. Mr. Levtna says, it was asking them into the 
house, because they could not come into the parlour but 
through the entry. If the gentlemen had agreed in their 
ideas, it would have saved me some trouble. I will answer 
them separately. 

If a man takes my property, and turns it into casj^ ; I bring 
an action for money had and received ; I wave the trespass. 
If a person forces his way into my house, under a pretenee of 
wanting to speak vrith mc, contniry to my prohibition ; do t 
wave the trespass, by asking him to sit down^ this is novel 
doctrine* 

I agree with Mr. Lewis j that if John Evans had asked them 
into the parlour when they Were in the street, it would by im« 
plicadon, have been an assent, they might come into the en- 
try. But, as when they were in the street, he had forbidden 
thor coming into the house, and only asked them into the 
parIour,fl/?CT' their coming into the entry, when he had redred, , 
the observaUon does not apply* 

They endeavored to alienate the affections of his wife 
from him ;-— this is treated as opposed by theevidence and the 
witness is abused for saying, what they did, had this tendency. 
I undertake to justify both the expression of John Evans and 
the observadons of the witness, it is the effect that would na- 
turally have attended the success of their endeavors. By law 
as stated in the books cited by Mr. Levds, a wife cannot ge* 
nerally be a witness for or against her husband, nor give 
evidence even tending to criminate him, because it might 
create domestic . dissentions and unhappiness. If Barb^ira 
Evans had returned to the Quaker ineeting, after they had 
declared that much patient labor had been extended to John 
Evans,^ without the desired effect, and disowned him, sjbe 
would have united in the censure and borne testimony against /J 

Mm ; they require unanimity^ they dont act by a 'mere vole . ^i^ 
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John Evans told them some stinf^g tlungS} the ii«M of 
the accuser^ the accusation and the hook of disdpUne ime .d| 
kept from him. It is true the book of cBsdipliiie was giv«Q to 
himi but wb en 2 At the commencement of the pmecutiMpy 
earl7 in itj progress} or at a very late daf. 

That they dismissed the case and settled it ; then resomei 
it without notice or catling upon him to do an^ thing ; and in 
that he is moat fully confirmed in the narradve of Ifr. WiM* 

Mrs. Evans being ealle^. by one of her maids, withqntUie 
knowledge of her husband ; expresses herself with a sepse 
and dignity, that shewed her fully competent to do vridMiat 
directresses. She told them she was much surprised ttey 
had waillbd on her, and she had hoped some friends of oadar^ 
standing in the meeting, would have prevented it. . Th^fs 
ahe had sent in her resignation some time before, and had dn^ 
informed the meeting by a note, she would not see any per* 
son from the meeting ; it was very improper their comiiig 
under such circumstances. She also told them, how unjiiQl 
«n4 cruel, they had behaved in this case ; that they had mt 
taken up her resignation in proper time, though they bad 
nothing agunst her, but let it lay meeting after meetings 
which she considered cruel in the extreme. Not only tha^ 
but the cruel treatment of her husband, had induced het^ 
resign. ^ 

John Evans, aQerforUdding them ever entering his house 
again, in that capacity ; told:thei9^-be would sue them for the 
assault and battery, and they did not^bt^ the truth of tiie€hai|;e. 
What great communications^ had tSe committee to make? 
Did they enter into a course of sub&mely pious reasoning ; 
nothing of the kind.* She (Mrs. Clarke,) hoped as John 
Evans and his wife^ had sa^ things in a better light, they 
might agun see them, as formeriy ; was the result. 

Mrs. Clarke discovered no defect of hearing, was the p^rin* 
cipal speaker, appeared full of religious consequence, and said 
in a kind of preaching tone, what I have just mentioned ; both 
.parts of the paragraph have given great offence. The visit, 
under the circumstances of the case, was the unequivocal 
effect of religious importance. No expression could possibly 
1^ be more characteriaxic of religious importance, than the in- 
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teix^igttotf I tq^aitd by Mra« Clarke^ iiv that short ouiversa 
tioi>««tZ>o ymi know who lam ? 

On Ae cross examinationy the witness said there was no 
anger cKscovered at the time of the assault ; and therefiire it 
was no offence) as we are tdd. This is a non-aeqtdtur* Tlie 
witness was re-examined by xney after the cross examination) 
and his oonduding declaration) iS) that John EvanS) prevbus 
to Hannah Clarice putting her hand on hb breast) forbade tfieir 
coming in) when they were on the pavement. Of what im« 
|xirtance is it) whether it was the open hand, or the fist ; I 
don't see that it varies a feature either way) even if it had been 
botW hands. They say we did not dare to examine J(^n E. 
Redman here ; why did they not dare to examine liim ? and 
why the story of his living with Mr.^Evans ^ It was not for us* 
• lb examine a witnesS) to prove what iras already established 
-\ff an unimpeached witnesS) and never controverted* 

The opposite counsel) have thought proper to make this 
deposition) a prominent part of the evidence; I have joined 
issue with them) whether they have gained or lost by the 
measure) your conduct will determine. 

Let us now proceed to enquirO)^ by whom was this tre^ss 
iMmmitted ? the three women ^ily) or the sixteen onginaUy 
named as defendants ; the thirteen who now survive. True) 
t&ey are not incorpm^ by law ; they form (I mean the 
Friends in this dty) one society) under the same common 
rules of discipline. A separation of fund^ fiir their respective 
poGT) (male and femalO)) does not prove that there is not an 
unioU) and that they do not act in concert, when they exercise 
the highest ecclesiastical juriscSction) dUownmmt. I do full 
jusdce to their charitable institution in supporting both husband 
and vrifC) although one of them may not be a member of the 
society) to prevent a separation. 

Much stress was laid upon the circumstance) that when a 
complunt is preferred agunst a femalC) the monthly meeting 
composed of women) have the exclusive jurisdiction. The 
position does not contsdn a correct statement ; it originateM in 
that manner, the intermediate 9tefi9 are tdceo by them) and the 
conclunon is in the men's monthly meeting. Remember) 
fiowtver, this is a casC) not of chargOj complaint) oi^ offeiK:e 
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but resignation^ sent in the first instance^ to the men's month- 
ly meeting) which was retained by them for moBths, andihen 
forwarded by them to the women's monthly meeting, te take 
tare therein ; they are the authors, and prime movers, of all 
the subsequent procedings* Read the book of rules of dis- 
cipline, you find a complicated system organized, wheels 
within wheels — many parts forming a whole concuitent, ap- 
pellate, preparative, monthly, quarterly, yearly ministers and 
elders, committees and clerks, men's and women's meetings. 
The act of any part under this Imfierium in imfierio^ is the act 
of the whole ; agent and principal— the act of the former is 
constructively the act of the latter, as much as if personally 
performed. It is we who are counsel for the women, (who 
are defendants) in this particular. ; we endeavor to bring into 
view, the hand that moved and impelled. Why should they 
shrink from responsibility, who would have the credit, if the 
proceedings were legal ? but for what the men did, the female 
defendants would not have moved in the business. They think 
if artfully concealed from view, large damages would not be 
given agsdnst the defendants ; protected they hope, by senti- 
ments of compassion and regard to the sex* 

If the Marshal of the Mississippi Territory, illegally dis- 
possesses. Mr. I^ivingston, of the right of the Batture, at New 
Orleans ; the TPresident of the United States, the prime mover, 
is responsible in an action of trespass. The nation answers 
for the citizen, and the society for its member, as far as that 
individual acts in the execution of the declared views of the 
society, and performs what is incidental to the character of a 
member. Whether the orders are express or implied, direct 
or indirect, verbal or written, occasional or in the particular 
instance, original or secondary, th^ result is the same. 
The Chief Justice, of the United States, is responsible as a 
trespasser, if he tests a writ, under which I am put in prison^f he 
had no jurisdiction. In the highest and lowest ofiences, treason 
and trespass, there are no degrees ; principal and accessa- 
ry are unknown ; you are either^whoUy innocent, or the of- 
fender in chief. The celebrated case of William Duane, 
against a number of persons, for an assault, exemplifies my ob- 
servation ; it was recognized as law, that each who promoted^ 
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was liable to,die whble extent. First the meti^ pardoikrly 
thf defendants (the ten men) n6t 6d\j were members of the 
meeting! but orerseers, having the direction of the affairs; 
were not only the eattsa sine qua non^ without which the 
faijuries would not hate been comroittedi they were the ^B« 
cient cause» and put the proccssive motion. 

The diaownment) and of course) the acceptance of the re- 
signation) the prerogative, or supposed pre-eminence of maa 
was reserved, exclusively to the men's meedng Why did 
not they, and the monthly meeting, instantly accept the re- 
signatien ef Barbara Evans ; the women's meeting could nojt 
do this, they knew according to their system. 

They meant to refer it to the women's monthly meeting^ 
to take care therein, to deal with Barbara Evans; what ! after 
she had said she would not see them ; in that case they 
meant what the law says was illegal. I'll thank Mrr HaUwoell 
to shew mje any such rule in their discipline, as requires a re- 
signation by a woman, not previously the object of complaintf 
to be forwarded by the ]j[pn's to the women's monthly meet- 
ing. 

Mr. HalloweU. There is no rule, because there is nothing 
said in relation to resignationi but every thing in Which a 
' woman is concerned, goes properly before the women's 
f monthly meeting. 

Mr. IngeraoU. No— not in every case ; but in cases of com* 
plaint, of impropriety of conduct, but such eomplaint goes t» 
the women's meeting first, who admonish^ deal, and ultimately 
report to the men's meeting, if they deem it advisable to pro- 
ceed to disownmentf as the measure of disownment is the pro- 
vince of the men. I infer, that Mrs. Evans was right, in 
sending into the men's meeting, her resignation, and they 
had nothing more to do, than to accept er reject it. That 
they were wreng in sending it to the women, to exercise their 
superintenting care. My antagonists touched very slightly 
this part of the cause. 

Mr. Haliawell. Every thing which has relation to the coo* 
duct of wemen friehds> is to be inquired into by the women's- 
meeting. 
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Mr. iHgenoll. T asked particularlf of Mr. Biddle, if tbo 
book of discipline contained all the rules, he answered, Yes, 
but that this was a new case, on whicti there had been no for- 
mer practice. 

I have saved much labour in this important part of the 
uuse, mj' learned antag;onists both avow, what I thought h 
woidd have been mcumbent on me to prove, ihat the meeting 
of IHends, claim a right to enforce the rules of discipline, and 
todealwith those, whohave resij^ned their memberGhip; one of 
ihem quoted the words of holy writ, to pro>e thai they had a 
light to labour iii love with one, who had separated from the 
society, in order to bring ba.ck to ihe true fold, the wandering 
sheep, and the other cited the case of Miss Mary Jerom, froim 
Sdfiums, Ecc. Z.at:r. page 198, to prove, that this waB a legalf 
as well as a gospel right ; llie circumstances, of that case, 
bear no analogy, to the one now under consideration, that was 
an action of slander and dafamation, this of trespass, the prin- 
ciples that support these two kinds of action, are obviously 
and essentially dibtinct. in the former, publication is neces- 
sary to maintain tlie suit, and it appears in 1st Slack. JRe/i, 
386, on the argument of a motion for a new trial, that that 
circumstance was wanting, the young lady herself gave pub- 
licity to the disownment, by obtaining a copy, and communi- 
eating to the world that sentence, which would otherwise 
lucre remtdned up6n the obscure records of the sodety of 
friends, there were no domiciliary viuts in tbat case, to inters 
rupt her enjoyment of the society; of her fiimily and friends, 
tfiey did not intrude upon her hours of retirement, but left her 
to be governed by the suggestions, of her own conscience. 
Qarkson and Barclay extend the rule no farther, than to the 
extent acknowledged by na to be right, and subject to the 
Hmltation for wtuch we contend, to be confined in its exercise 
to persons at the time, remuning members of the sodety— 
BvUer 1 5 and 3 1 , were mentioned, in support of the assertion, 
that assault and battery impUed malice, the revene is the 
truth, all illegal force, exerdsed against the person is an as- 
sault ; the wilful touching of another is a battery, the law can- 
not draw the line between different degree" of vielence, and 
^ tlier^irB totally proUMts, the fint and lowest stage of it. 



From all these premises I infer, that the defendants ave alf of 
them, guilty of the trespass, and also the assault and batterf f, 
at any rate the former, as stated in the declaration. Let qq* 
the defendants suppose, that there b no salvation out <rf' their 
church, they are not the siM:cessors of St. Peter, and keepers of 
the key of heaven, their system of rules of discipline, however 
well calcuUted to promote order and piety, is not a divine 
appointment, nor have they established a claim toinfidli« 
biUty, that shall supersede in others, the right of private 
judgment. 

Secondly. What is the nature and extent of the damages^' 
to which the plaintiffis entitled ? ought they to be^rcmipensa- 
tory only, or exemplary and upon what princi{^ ought they 
to be estimated? 

Every court, state, United States, or of nations, is bound to 
shew its jurisdiction, over both the subject matter, and the> 
person ; it is a maxim—i^io jurisdiction, no judge: and every 
officer who under such circumstances, exercises jurisdictioiif • 
is a trespasser ; what was the subject matter ? one would be 
naturally led to suppose, that no light incident had given rise 
to these proceedings, that for a trivial cause, friends would not 
liave occupied so much time in preparative.meetings, nionth^ 
meetings, committees pf three* and of. nine, le^rs, debates * 
-and conferences. John Field wiM the insolvent debtor, so hae 
many an honest man been> I do not mention-it by way of re«> 
proach. John ^vans was one of the trustees, and says to the 
asugnor, ^ve me the papers, that I may execute the tnistf 
for the benefit of the creditors. In ancient times the clergy 
were, Lord Chancellor in England as such, and^in their infe« 

• 

nor spiritual courts, they grasped at all judicial authority, by 
claiming cognizance in suits^ pro laeHone fidd which in their 
eonstruction comprehended every engagement, that can take 
place betwen men in society, until the judges by tlieirprobl-* 
bitions suppressed the attempt. At one time Mr. LcKm9 telle 
us, the cause of disownment was the defamation of Mr. Field, 
by Mr. Evans, at another, that it was refu^ng to meet John 
Field, and agree to a reference ; be it the one or the others 
every cause may be construed as within the jurisdiction-of the. 
meeting* Whaleveir doobttnight hare previously eceamnecV 
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difficultf in this part df the causei the examination of Mt: 
John Fieldy has remoTed all uncertamtj; kis complaint wa» 
exhibited in writing dated 6th ef the 9th month 1807; our 
learned antagonists tolds us expresslf , that the meeting had 
no cognizance respecting the tnistee*ship of John Evans, th& 
role of discipline of friends, that wherever a friend is connec- 
ted in business with a person not a member of the society^ 
and as to executors and others acting in a representative char« 
acter,they disclaim controul: the alledged defamation in a let* 
ter to Mr. Baker, though in the statement of counsel, it made 
a formidable item and threatened to crush Mr. Evans With its 
enormous weight; yet in the testimony, it was lighter than a 
feather, it is said the complaint was more extenuve than the 
eognizance assumed, the contrary is necessarily implied in 
the letter of John Field, for he requests further aid^ signifying 
as I understand him, that they had prevented by exercbed 
jurisdiction to the extent of his wishes, though they had not 
persevered to the conclusion he wished, so far from confining 
his accusation, he speaks of the defamation as comparatively 
of much less importance than the business of the trusteeship. 
The one was an injury personal to himself, about which he was 
less solidtous; the other matter involved the interests of his 
creditors and there he more particularly called for the interfer- 
ence of friends. Let it be remarked that what John Evans 
was not bound to refer, was equally an exception in the 
rule of discipluie; as to a conference with the compldn-. 
ant, John Evanscalled for the accuser and the accusation; 
if precision be the requisite upon any occasion. It is 
peculiarly so, with regard to charges that may involve 
characters and fortunes ; whatsoever caution I impose upon 
myself, with regard to the citation from the passage of Holy 
writ, I think myself at liberty to refer to the observations of a 
learned Judge, which we meet with in one of our books of 
reports. It was said, that when Adam, our first parent, had 
transgressed the Almighty, before he proceeded to pro- 
nounce sentence, called upon Adam, and inquired what he 
had done; it was not that Omniscience could have wanted 
information, but to ^ve an example of the fallible creature 
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niani never to inflict punislunent, however strong the proofs 
of guilt might seem to be, without stating the charge, and 
giving an opportunity of defence. The discrimination' now. 
made) and cm which alone it is attempted, to jusdfy the exer- 
dse of jurisdiction of the distinction between the buuness 
of.the trust, and the de&matoi^ expressions of Mr. Field, in 
a letter to Mr. Baker, was never suggested to John Evans, 
before the sentence of. excommunication was fulminated, 
though they were apprized that he understood, that the com* 
plamtof John Field, respected his proceedings as trustee, in 
which budjiess he was connected with Mr. Robert Smi^ 
and Mr. Philip NicUin. The important Acts, necesiairy ta 
be ascertained, and few, not complicated and occured, within 
a short period of time, and therefore leave no room, for doubt 
and uncertainty. On the 9th <^ July, 1^06, the comjdaint 
was revived. In the early part of the month of July, in Uie 
same year, is the first communication made to Mr.^ Evans^ 
that a charge againsthim, was then under considet-adoh la 
the meeting. The charge, then, had a general refertoce to 
the complaint of John Field, without any discrimination or 
distinction between the trustee budness, and the su{q;Nkted 
defiunatory words. On the contrary, it appears, by comparing 
the dates of the nodce, by John Evans, Robert Smith, Philip 
Nicklin, and Thomas Clifford, the asagnees of John Fieldf 
dated 18th of April, 1806, calling upon him, to deliver up to 
them, all papers relating to the lands, contained in the as- 
signment made to them ; that this was what gave rise to the 
revival of the complaint by John Field, in less than two 
months afterwards, to wit, on the 9th of June, 1 806, when it 
was brought before the meeting. The committee called np* 
on John Evans, and were expressly asked by him, if they 
came in a meeting capacity, and they declared expressly that 
they did not, but only as friends«-one other meeting only, of 
any kind or sort, between John Evans, and other persons re- 
presendng the meeting, previous to the duownment. It is 
codified expressly, by John E. Redman and Nathaniel Hol- 
land, then two of the meeting, that Caleb Carmalt, on the 32d 
July, 1806, called on John Evans by direction, as he saidy 
the overseers of the meeting, and informed John Evans, j 
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ittfSMmth John Fkld, vsateoomc be&M the next pH^ 

paratife meeting ; notawordwasfi^gesteid^f thekind v^ 

nowheartiuitapertorthectmiplainl, oAfedbfJokn FieN^ 

was rejeoted) as not within the juriadiotion cf the ineediig^ 

and die remainder of h onljr to be acted upon* On tbia eoR^ 

trary theny John Evans ci^lod for a apeeiieatbn ; jie dtmand^ 

ed of Caleb CarmaHy aa an ovcrseeri thc^ chiu%es ajgmnst hitae 

in wntingi the person who was the aocoaerf and the disei* 

pline of the societyi to know where he had Mnsgressed s wis 

are tcM it b not condatent wHh their pfectlcey to exhibit their 

charges in wridng} that famirfies no apeloa^ for not stntigg 

the charge rerbellfy and urith precisioD. It is loeonsiBtiipl 

with the immutable prindffesof justiee; that ought topeiN 

?«de all judicial proceeding whether cif il or ecclesiaatieak 

To do otiierwise^ Caleb Garmalt garre him no sa^sAfitionv «. 

any assurance^ that his reqiieat wpold be granted* witbem^ 

fiv^r coittmanieadona. A report was madetm the 28tb J^ 

180^9 by the overseetrsy in the firflowiiig words ; <^ John Eyaoiy 

iMving had a difier^ice with anofiier naember of M» meof^ 

ingi he dteUnea seeiBg liimy by himself or in company ^tb 

llie everseers) for its aeeoaomodaticii/' Rept^aemiatkin be? 

ifig madey that the report was insocitraite^ a iOcmiipiHee Wiw 

fppcitet^ to yisit John Evanab end Teport Let it be remom^ 

bPNdy that to this period, noth^ bad paasedy except amae 

friends caUing, decbKrlog that they did not come in a meellllg 

ofiacify ; a second, in which he reqirested to k^aew ; hif 

accusation and accuser, ai^ could obttain no sal^^o^on IRI 

any respect, and who did no more than request John 

Evans to give them an account of what had passi^ i aco<Hdr 

ii^Iy on the 29th of Jqly, icf06, Johii Evans addresi^ a 

lettelr to John Biddl^, the cterk of the mee^g sisfligiit 

ixi^ the reasons, why he and his wiie had sent io 

their resignation, and the d^y aiter, he sends in his 

letter of reasons wl^ he Nk) resigned his membcrabip^lii 

which he mentioned, that the ceimpkint of John Field had 

i>een before the meeting, near two year& before finalfy aeUledj 

and the vhriting objected to remmed to himrtbat it waae defo 

mation of his chatftcter, reUgiouf persecmion, aiid had a ten? 

dencyin a^vil point of yUfm^ of obstm^tipg his acting aaan 
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us^omId the line of his ckity, under the trust for the Jben^t 
dCthe-coedltanixtf John Field. Here let me reaciark, that as 
John Evans Was acting in a repseaentadve capadtyi he was 
within the ex^ss eiutep^on o£the rule of discipiiiiei tis to the 
jmisdicti on of the meeting, that he had no right to hold pti- 
Tate interviews vijdi John ilield) without the concurrence and 
approbadon of his co-trusteeS) Mr. Robert Smithy and Mr. 
Philip Nieklin i that it would have been e^remelj improper 
in him so to dO| that all the conversation that might pass be^ 
(ween tiiem» would be evidence ; and as Mr. Field was ac- 
quainted with all the circumstances^ and Mr, £van% a stran- 
ger to the business^ the creditor might have been mudi. injur* 
ed by such an interview ; this ietter aifords a further proof 
tiiat Mr. Evans never was informed that the meeting did not 
mean to take cogimsance of the trust business^ or that it was 
not relucting that affior, that they inusted upon an interview 
between him and John Fields otherwise they certainly vrould 
. have informed him of such discrimination} as now . insisted 
upon ; so far were Iheyj were the meeting) fro A g^vbg such 
Information) that, it appears by his letter of 24th August 1 806| 
that the committee^ of whom Abndiam Leddon and John Fol- 
well were twoj the p receding day^ they had requested John 
EvanS) to give them information in writing, of the circumstan- 
ces attending of John Field, the overseers of the monthly 
meeting, of the religious society, of the people called Qua- 
kers in Philadelphia, and himself; it is a little extraordinary 
that they should demand an account from him in writing, 
when they refused to givie him the charge, except verbally, 
nor even distinctly in that manner, we find on this occauoni 
that even <the month after his re^gnation, he remains under 
the full impresdon, that his conduct as a trustee, was the ob- 
ject of the proceedings of the meeting, he tells them that the 
report made to the preparative meeting vras folse, that he did 
agree to see John Field en condition of his delivering to him 
the title papers, relative to the deed of trust, wh^eas in foct 
they imported generally, that he decUned seeing John Fields 
that no specific cause of complaint, had to that time been sta» * 
ted to him, that their conduct wtts not only a defiuaalioii^of 
his character, but m infnngeittent of his felijBimis and d 




rightsiaa one of the trustees to the estate of John Field; that 
it gave him encouragement to <^pose the executioii of that 
trustto the injury of his creditors. Mr. Evans b left to remain 
under the impression, that the complaint of John Field re«r 
pected his conduct in the trust business, after these repeated! 
opportunities for explanation, now relied upon ; and yet he is 
never told that he is under a nustake, in that respect ; and that 
the meeting would not interfere ixk the exercise of his duty as 
trustee, and only desired, that he would see John Field, with 
regard to other matters. An ungenerous use, has been en- 
deavoured to be made, of this communication. Jt is sadd that he 
withdraws his resignation. J. £. Redman, proves expressljir^- 
that he told them he did not consider himself, as any longer subr 
ject to their jurisdiction ; yet he was willing to shew, that nor 
thing exceptionable had occurred on his part ; this is his lan- 
guage on the 19th December 1806 ; on the 25th of Dec. the. 
same year, the irregularities of the proceedings of John Field 
with John Evans, are pomted out to the meeting. The venr 
•rable James Pemberton, and others, disapproved in the 
presence of John Field ; John E. Redman points out to them 
the incorrectness of the report, in stating that John Evansj 
had declined to see John Field, instead of reporting what was 
the truth, that he would see him on cdrtain conditions, al- 
ready mentioned ; Thomas Wistar, and others, asserted the 
unquestionable right of resignation. The 29th January 1807, 
as related by John E. Redman, shews how liable ecclesiasti- 
cal courts are, to deviate from those, which experience of 
ages, has shewn to be essenjtial to justice, in the courts of 
common law. The 30th of the same month, exhibited the 
same scene, and suggested the same reflection. On the 26th 
February, Barbara Evans writes to Hannah Elliot, clerk of the 
women's meeting, and desires that her resignation may be 
accepted ; the following day, the resignation of John Evans 
is accepted, and the sentence of excommunication pronounc- 
ed against them. No other ground of offence is alleged, ex- 
cept that of declining to see a member, with whom he had 
a difference. It recites the labor that had been fruitlessly 
bestowed upon John Evans ; what labor I beg to ask I The 
first committee came as friends^ onlyr and disavowed acting 
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as members of the meeting r they report as a committee^ not- 
lYitHstanding another committee' called upon him, and he re- 
quests earnestly^ a specification of the charge against hinif 
and obtains, as the witnesses present express it, little or no 
satisfaction. A third called upon him, and desired him to 
state what had passed upon former occasions ; he complies 
with their request, and no further notice appears to be taken 
of the communication. He does not obtain a view of the 
book of discipline, until a late period of the proceedings, 
though they are said to have been so numerous that every 
member might be supplied, whenever they asked. They 
have now severed the connection between them. His disease 
ef the gout had been encreased by the agitation and anxiety 
of his mind, until spasms in his stomach, frequently threat- 
ened immediate death. Whatever implied licence his pre- 
vious membership might have given for entering his house; 
that implied permission had now ceased, the resignation of 
his wife had not been accepted, the house was however his 
own ; it surely was not a mode of promoting harmony in the 
family, that the wife should be supposed to wish for the visits 
of those, whose presence must be offensive to the husband : 
no apology of this kind however can be urged ; for on the 
20th of February 1807, Barbara Evans wrote the meeting 
of women, and expressly declared, that she would not see any 
of them that came to converse with her, on the subject of her 
separating herself from the society of friends; the gordian knot 
is cut, no further pretence can be urged, for exercidng juris- 
diction over John Evans or his wife ; the one, the meeting has 
cut off from themselves as no longer deserving their care, the 
other has voluntarily separated herself from them. For the 
trespass committed under such circumstances, what should 
be the rule principally, as to amount of damages? of which de- 
nomination should they be ? damages are of two kinds, com- 
pensatory and exemplary, compensatory damages are applica- 
ble to instances where property has been injured, or the person 
has suffered in a way that admits of an estimate, by arithmeti- 
cal calculation: exemplary damages are given, to prevent the 
repetition of some irregularlity, which if not suppressed at its 
first rise and appearance^ may be productive not only of indi- 
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inimi luAbmg, W^Sfm iniblfc iacoiivomeiw ; a &t|Mr tmN» 
afib^nifie for «educin| JiU daugbier; if shj^ wan of age,in.<Mr« 
<ler to maintain an action, he must prove she acted as his seV- 
vftiic, of this the slighter eviifenee Is tfidRdenti eten the lA* 
Skifs^kixutaiXMnab iif milking oows, has sattiAetf the fonns •( 
Ifw^ apfl given opportuDiij to a jury to overwhelm the culpiit 
in meritcdjjMiiiLshmtnt, by the amount of their verdict, tn 
the suit of Doctor Rush against Witliain'Cobbett g 5000. wait 
fornid in favour of the |£dfjtiif, although we could net shew 
that Doctor Rush had suffered any injury in fame or ibrtune 
hy tlie slander of the defendant; coincidence and cause will 
sometimes be confounded, effects are perceived and it may be 
impossible to prove from whence they originate in a manner 
that shall conform to rules of evidence, established for mm 
reasons in courts of justice. Is it a light matter to gain th^ 
confidence of unsuspecting innocence, under the name of 
fiiend, and use the information as accuser ? to condemn with^^" 
out specifying the charge ? and report as said what is essew 
tiaUy cfifiereoc from the answers given ? the cause involves an^ 
important principle, more than the suits against those who. 
execute general warrants: in the case of jishby v. White^ which 
engaged the attention of all England, the freeman whose vote 
vaanefuaed, had not received an injury that admitted of calcu* 
latiog in pxmnds and numbers ; it does not appear that hia 
vote would have affected the event of the elecdon, perhaps hia 
&vourite among the- candidates, succeeded; principle was in*' 
▼olved and was violated; a much more important principle was* 
involved and has been violated in the present instance; the 
lights of conscience, granted us by the author of our be- 
ing, no man or meeting has a right to say, I shall be of 
his or their opinion, even persuasion cannot be urged 
withont my consent, it is persecudou under every, poa* 
sibie tehEn, however plausibly dist^uised ; the constitu- 
tion of the commonwealth, declares that all men have 
a natural and indefeasible ri^rht to worship Almighty God, 
according to the dictdites of their own consciences; that no 
human aathorny, can, in any caae whatever, control or inter- 
face with the right of conscience. Let not this in^x)rtant pro- 
wion be a dead letter ; carry it into full effect I ask not 
damages that would oppress — prevent a repetition of the com- 
plunt that has given rise to the present action ; act in the 
spirit of your fellow citiaens, in th^ instances to which I have 
called your attention. I have endeavoure^t to do my duty ; I 
have not omitted what I thought was proper to be sud ; I 
have not said aught untrue : a much more important task 
davobet on you ; a charge from the presiding Judge, will 
state to you decidedly, the law, and aid you in weigh- 
ing the estimate. I doubt not, you entertain a high sense of 
conscience, and reli^ous^ as well as dvil liberty ; and that 
yon will, t^ four ver^, do- jmfica between the parties, and 
jNTtvent a repetition of similar transgresuons; 
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911AQK£NRII>CE, yUSnCM. 

I stkhA tt^ that I inay be htiCtA — I hare but a few trords to ftpoA, 
$nd Tnrcrrder that they m^lty be taken down ; which I wish to be done^ I 
shall speak slowly. 

As* to the trespass alled?ed in this case, the snbstance of it is the 
entering into the dwelling house of the {Plaintiff, sgalnft his wiB. If 
l^e testrtjiony is credited it will follow that the dwelling house of tKe 
plaintiff has been entered against his will ; and if so, by that aet ^to^, 
the trespass is complete. For the authority under which it was |MT- 
tended to be made, beii^ founded in consett, that consent not esisting, 
it cannot be a lawful act. The lawfulness of this visitation, must de> 
pend on the condition th^t tkiere is a willingness to receive it. A wU« 
tingness on the part of the wife, would not make it lawful to enter a 
dwelling, if the husband be unwilling; for she is not the owner 
of ttie house ;^>«-^U pieperty during tl^ lifetime of the ht.sband» is in 
him atone ; ho that in litis case> iiad the wife beeiv Willing to reociive 
the visit, it coiUd not have authorized it against the will of ^e husba«4* 
]|Ht does not the evidence go to show it to be against the wiU tif the 
iMishand and wife both ? But though we may find it unavokUMe 
to consider the entering the hcmse a trespass* yet taking ^ jfrnr- 
9An8 and the motives into view, it might be considered light ; taking 
the persons and motives into view, it might doubtless be so consij[Je;«d»r- 
buti taking the authority into view, under which it was justified, it 
might reeeive great aggravation. It is not the feeblt hand, or the tender 
foot, that we are bound to look at alone : but the power which wMs 
an^owedi as directing these,, nor in looking to this is it secessary, or 
even possible, to rest at the women's meeting from whence the depu- 
tation most undoubtedly came ; — ^for, as menFibers of a. collective bi>dy, 
the acts of one in a Society capacity being the acts of alt, it must be 
construed a domiciliary visit of the men. hi this point of view, it ac- 
quires a greater jnoment ; the plaintiff, in this case, in order to pre- 
clude all implication of assent arising from membership, has shewn 
a resignation ; and 'hough it was not necessary to constitute the enter- 
inginto his house a trespass, yet he has shewn a resignation of hig 
wife ; and even an- express prohibition of entrance by both. An act of 
resignation of membership, cariies with it a presumption by dissatis- 
faction, of some sort with tiie body; for resignation cannot bui be con- 
sidered as foregoing great advantages. The resignation in this case 
from what appeared in evidence, carried with it a presumption of dis- 
satisfaction with the discipline. But a presumption of law existed in 
favor of the defendants : (as in the case of judicial bodies) that every 
act of theirs relating to the plaintiff, was ace rding to discipline. J«]ot 
resting on this presumption, the defendants, 'Were willing to throw 
themselves-open to an examination of it. This rei^dered it competent 
for the plaintiff also to go into the examination ; it is then made a mat- 
ter of moment. Supposing a trespass in the entering into the hout^e 
proved — to enquire whether ihe proceedings which led to the resigna- 
tion were according to discipline. By discipline we mu.st ur.deistand, 
not BO much the order of proceeding, as the substance f jiisice ; if it 
shall appear that there has been injustice done, and reasmiable ground 
of dissatisfaction given to the plaintiff occasioning hi<! resi]^nation ; the 
defendants are answerable for the injury sustained, m being reduced to 
the necessity of rescinding himself fr>m that body. If it Khutl appear 
that the influence of an individual has been at the bottom of the injus- 
tice done, it assumes the churscter of intentional Wiong- : For favor 
and affection to one, cannot but c«rry with it tyranny and oppression lo 
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juiother. Should this be the unavoidable inference in thig caae« it will 
warrant the laying a heavy hand ; but at to this, it being a matter 
wholly of fact, I leave it to the consideration of the Jury. Not being 
supposed to have given even an intimation of my own opinion ; it is 
peculiarly the province of the Jury, and it would be impossible for me 
to render any assistance in its examination, unless by going at lengtE 
into the evidence, written and verbal, and which after the minute ms- 
cussion of tht counsel, it would seem unnecessary to do. You will hav^ 
the written evidence with you, the deposition alone excepted, unless 
by consent. You will have it in your power, better than I have^ to 
oraw the conclusion, it is therefore left to you. 

The jury afterwards retired and the court adjourned. 

TTiitridi^, November 27, 1810. 

10 o*clocit A. M. Court opened. 

At 11 o'clock the Jury came into court, and having answered to their 
names, the clerk enquired of the foreman if they had agreed upon their 
verdict. The foreman asked if they should find for the plaintin^ wheth- 
er they might throw the cost upon him, and said, ** the reason I ask 
** is that I have seen it done in the inferior courts, but I dont' know what 
* is the practice in the supreme court/' 

BaACKSNaiDGB, yuttice. That is a question of law altogether for 
the court to determine. 

Mr. Lewit. Would it not be proper to have the verdict of the jury 
as it is, and talk of alterations afterwards. 

The clei4: then proceeded to take the verdict, and recorded it as fbl- 
lofws: 

We find for the plaintiff 

Damtgtt sfis ifolf Cent^-Hmd no eonu 
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DISTRICT OF PENNSYLVANIA, to jrir: 

(L. 8,) Ip: IT REMEMBERED, That on the first day of 
January, in the thirty-fiflh year of the independence of th^ 
United States of America, A. D. 181 1, John Evans of the 
said District, hath deposited in this Ofiice, the title of a book» 
the right wliereof he claims as proprietor, in the words follow* 
ing, to wit : '< A Nan^ative of the Proceedings of the Reli- 
gious Society of the People called Quakers, in Philadelphiat 
against John Evans. To which is added : A Report of the 
Evidence delivered on the Trial of the Case of John Evansy 
vernu EUis Yamall and others: With an Appendix 'compiled 
under the direction of John Evans. 

^ Is it so ; that there is not a wise man amongst you ? Not 
one aMe to judge between his brother?" 

Ist Corinth, chap* vi. v. 5. -' 

^ We wrestle not ag^in^t f)esh and blood ; but against Prin* 
cjpiJities and Powers : ~ agiainst rulers of the darkness of this 
Worid; against spiritual wickedness in high places." 

Eph. ehap. vi. v* 12. 

In conformity to the Act of the Congress of the United 
States, intituled, '< An Act for the encouragement of learning, 
by securing the cof»es of maps, charts, and books, to the au- 
thora and proprietors of such copies during the times therein 
mentioned/* And also to the Act, entitled, << an Act supple* 
mentary to an Act, entitled, * an Act for the encouragement 
of learning, by securing the copies of maps, charts, and books, 
to the authors and proprietors of such copies during the time 
therein mentioned,* and extending the benefits thereof to the 
arts of designing, engraving, and etching historical and other 
prints.** 

n. CALDWELL^ Clerk of the District 

of Peonsylvania. 
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INTRODUCTION. 

TO THE HEADER, 

IN consequence of the intended publication of the 
proceedings on the trial between myself and the overseers and 
some of the committee, of the religious society of the people 
called Quakers in Philadelphia, in justice to myself, and for 
the information of my fellow citizems, I have been induced, 
contrary to my inclitiations, to lay the following narrative be« 
fore the publick. 

It was my sincere desire, that the curtzdn of oblivion 
might be' forever drawn over the transaction between the de- 
fendants and myself; and no exertion of mine has been w^t- 
ing, to prevent the publication of the court proceedings ; con- 
ceiving myself bound in that event, to publish to the world a 
narration of circumstances, which were not exhibited to the 
court, in justification of my conduct, as one of the assignees 
of Jolyi Field and John Field Sc Son, and for the information 
of their creditors. 

But, as this desirable end was not effected, it becomes an 
indispensible duty to myself and my fellow citizens, that the 
proceedings which originated the prosecution, as well as the 
prosecution itself, should be exhibited to the publick, that the 
merits of a cause which has excited much interest amdngst 
the citizens of Philadelphia, might no longer remain in 
obscurity. 

The method which presents as most eligible for this 
purpose, is, by exhibiting at once, a narration of the circum- 
stances, which formed the ground of action in this case. 

And as there are many documents, which have never^ 
before appeared, but which are connected with the transactii 
I presume they will be acceptable to the reader, since 
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serve to show, to a coDwderable extent, the g^at queitioti^ 
which was the motive of the prosecution. 

Justice due to myself, demands a full disclosure of facts, 
on which I have rested the justification of my conduct, as plain- 
tiff in the late action ; and to the community in general, and 
the Quaker society in particular, the disclosure is rendered 
absolutely necessary. 

The defendants being overseers, and others oi great influ- 
ence in the society, the prosecution was made to assume an 
impotlance foreign to its policy ; as being an attack upon the 
discipline, in which the whole society became interested. The 
defendants availing themselves of this interest, and with a 
view to augment their force and influence, introduced the case 
into the '^ meeting for sufferings,'* where a committee of three 
or four persons (of whom Nicholas Wain acknowledged he wa9 
one, though he would not inform me the others) was appoint* 
ed ; though no minute made on the occadon, to advise with, 
and assist the defendants. 

m 

The pretefice thus set up by the defendants, that the. 
interest of the society might be excited in their favour, was 
an unjustifiable imposition* The object of the prosecution, 
was not th^ discipline ; nor the interests of the society ; nor 
were the overseers and committee made defendants, because 
they were the pflBcial representatives of the meeting I No ; 
the prosecution was against the tyrannical and unjustifiable 
conduct of the defendants as individuals, not for using' ; but 
abusing the discipline ! Not because they were overseers and 
members of the monthly meeting ; but because they had act- 
ed in an unlawful and persecuting matiner I 

It was proved upon the trial, and previously before the 
meetings, th^t the overseers had proceeded contrary to disci- 
pline ; yet notwithstanding the evidence of a fact, directly in 
die teeth o^'. the pretensions alleged by the defendants, their 
influence in the society prevailed over the meeting for sufler- 
ings ; who having, by wilful misrepresentations, secured in 
Iheir interests, they advanced in their defence the very laws> 
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irhich thef haA before Tielated ; and were supported thtough* 
0ut the trial, by the attendance of many hundred active mem* 
bers, as though the proaecuticm had been levelled agunat their 
existence, as a religious body of people. 

Thus by an imposition practised up6n the society, the 
plaintiff laboured under many prejudices, which, but for this 
cause, had never existed. The defendants throwing aside 
their private characters, proceeded to vindicate their official 
conduct as the representatives of the Quaker society ; but 
exhibited no kind of proof to show the propriety of their pro- 
ceedings. Thus by allegations unsupported by facts, the de- 
fendants used eve^ effort iro excite prejudice agaiiAt the plain- 
dff for daring tb oppose the discipline, or to questibn the right 
of its adoption ! Whereas the plaintiff on the contrary, tested' 
. the propriety of his conduct by the same discipline ; and 
urged the rules applicable, as he conceived, in his justificaticnit 

This manoeuvre of the defendants, like all others, had its 
object j and, throughout the whole of their defence, the princi- 
ples which previously characterized their proceedings against 
the plaintiff were clearly distinguishable. 

When we consider the manner in which the bttstnets 
originated and came before the Quaker society-^^hen we 
view the members, as passive instruments, tacitly contributing 
to the measures enforced against me by silent vote ! without 
a single explanation ! without Aiy charge, real or supposed} 
which could affect my moral or religious character! it is to 
them, though at this late period, a desirable object to be 
made acquainted with circumstances, of which they have here- 
tofore been totally ignorant. 

My name was publickly exposed on the minutes of the 
meeting, as though I had been a notorious offender. I was 
accused of having a " difference" with another member; 
but the nature and cirjcumstances of the accusation were 
not made known to me nor to my fellow members : nay, the 
suppression of the name of my accuser, formed another 
prominent feature in this mysterious affair ; and rendered it 
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impossible to conjecture the nature of a complaint) where 
neither accusation nor accuser were even whispered at the 
bar of this tribunal. 

The mystery which veiled these transactions from the 
publick eye, is now dispersed. In a court of justice, the 
affair has been developed. But many facts connected there* 
with, were proscribed by circumstances, from giving that 
evidence, which the nature of the case demands ; and as these 
facts form an essential part of this compilation, their force 
must be wlmitted as full evidence, in the tnind of every un- 
prejudiced citizen. ' 

Many and various reflections,''highly injurious to my 
character, have been entertained by those ignorant of the real 
situation of the business ; and no doubt, with a liberal hand» 
the Thost unfounded imputations have been heaped upon me, 
as the supposed offender against the discipline of the Quaker 
society. But this was natural ; when a member is arraigned as a 
violator of their laws — when all i% so carefully managed, and co- 
vered with such mystery ! unknown, and impenetrable ! except to 
those who are admitted into the great sanctum sanctorum !— 
where their proceedings, bid defiance to the most persevering 
scrutiny. I say they could not, they dare not think otherwise, 
than that he was guilty of misconduct, and of course, a violator 
of their discipline. Such impressions did not keep within the 
limits of the meeting where they originated. They soon diffu- 
sed throughout the society, and created a shyness, a distrust, 
an oblique friendship; the necessary consequence of such 
imputations 1 Nor was this all ; but persons of other reli- 
j^iou^j denominations, led by appearances, were equally liable to 
he deceived; and to be unduly influenced by the circumstances ! 
My moral character would, therefore, suffer in the estimation 
of mv friends — in the estimation of the world ! 

TiiKSE are some of the evil consequences resulting from 
llic wanton exercise of uncontrouled ecclesiastical power 1 But 
In this instance, though some of the above consequences have, 
In part, bten prod»ict:d ; yet, without the pale of the society, I 
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trust, I am not the less respected ; and within its limits, nond 
have imputed to me the least moral defect. — No, not even 
amongst my enemies. 

It is to the thinking, the considerate part of the commu- 

« 

nity I appeal.. I wish not improperly to influence your judg- 
ment. Far be it from me to raise any impressions, not war- 
ranted by truth and justice. 

Judge then for yourselves, on an impartial view of the 
merits of this transaction. You observe my character, against 
which, the tongue of calumny has not dared to breathe, exposed 

a 

to the unmerited strictures of numerous assemblies ! My name 
bearing the odium of a defaulter in my duty, is publickly men- 
tioned in the most humiliating terms, and coupled with an in- 
famous accusation ! That on my case, numerous committees 
were appointed, and frequent reports made, to the prejudice 
of my moral character ! 

Consider also, that this case, carried on in religious 
assemblies, and bearing the seeming features of moral and 
religious turpitude, originated in the exercise of a civil right, 
as the acting trustee to a large interest, and in the exercise of 
which, I was protected by the laws of my country : And then, 
can you fail to express your just abhorrence of transactions, 
not only contrary to the discipline of that society, but contrary 
to every principle of law, reason, equity, and justice ! I 

JOHN EVANS. 

Philada. Dec, 2ithj 1810. 
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IN order properly to develope the sul^ject relative to 
the meetings, it will be necessary to take a view of 
the circumstances preceding that event. — And 
though this preliminary p3rt of the subject may be 
somewhat prolix, it is unavoidably rendered so 
by the complicated situation of the business, and 
the difficulty attending an arrangement of it. — 
But notwithstanding |he difficulties which present 
in a regular procedure, I shall endeavour to take 
up the subject at its commencement, as the most 
likely to produce a gradual disclosure of all the 
subsequent events. 

IN the month of April, 1799, John Field and 
John Field & Son made assignments to John Evans, 
Philip Nicklin, Robert Smith, and Thomas Clif- 
ford, of a considerable part of his and their landed 
property, in trust, for the benefit of their creditors, 
which assignments were directed to be acted on at 
certain limited periods, viz. one of the assignments 
in two, and the other in three years from the date. 

After the expiration of those terms, the trus- 
tees consulted together on the business. The duties 
pointed out by the deeds of trust were so obvious 
that no apprehensions were then entertained of any 
error in the immediate discharge of them. But 
John Field creating some difficulty by representing 
modes diftbrent from those entertained by the trus- 
tees, they, at his request, and for his satisfaction, 
applied to William Rawle, Esq., attorney at law, for 
his opinion on the mode they should adopt, and he 
directed them 'by written opinion of January, 1803, 
to proceed immediately to make sale of the property, 
agrecablv to !hc deeds of trust. 

B 
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Copy of Opinion of William Bawle^ Esquire:^ 

"On a consideration of the two assignmenta 
made by John Field & Son on the 11th of April, 
and by John Field on the 13th of April, 1799, I 
am of opinion that it is the duty of the assignees to 
proceed to a sale of the property therein stated. 

"The term of time mentioned in each case ha- 
ving expired, and sales to the amonnt therein res- 
pectively specified not having taken place, they can- 
not with safety longer delay the executions of the 
farther trust contained in the deeds, which in legal 
operation the)^ have covenanted to perform. 

"A favourable sale for cash, by private contract, 
is, I presume, out of the question. 

"It then remains thatthey try tlie chance of a pub- 
lick sale, and it is their duty to endeavour to collect 
the sense of the creditors, as soon as may be iii 
regard to the terms. 

"For this purpose it would be proper that they 
advertise a meeting of the creditors, to be held as 
soon as conveniently may be. And as the deeds 
direct that a majority in value shall govern, a pro- 
per mode of ascertaining the amount respectively 
due, must be adopted, if the assignees are not 
already in possession of it : for this purpose the form 
of an advertisement is annexed. 

" The part which relates to this point may, how- 
ever, be omitted, if the assignees are in possession 
of a satisfectory statement of the debts of these 
houses. 

" The directions of a major part in value, are to 
govern by the words of the deed, as to the terms of 
credit, in case a sale be made on credit; but there is 
no direction as to the power of a bare majority in 
value, to guide or control the operations of the as- 
signees, as to any other part of their trust. 



" In all other points therefore, it is their duty to 
;adhere to the spirit and meaning of the instrument, 
unless all or nearly all the creditors should agree 
with them in any deviation from it. 

" I USE the words " nearly all," because, although 
by strict care, nothing short of the consent of every 
individual interested could justify them, in respect to 
every individual, in case of deviating from the essen- 
tial parts of the obligation they have entered into as 
trustees, yet some modifications, or relaxations, 
may be supported or excused by showing that a 
large proportion of the creditors assented. 

" This is the general view of what it appears to 
me the assignees are at present required to do. 

" No specific questions being put, 1 can only 
declare my readiness to enter into detail when so 
requested. 

(Signed) W. RAWLE. 

Philad. \7th January, 1803." 

^ ADVERTISEMENT. 

" THE creditors of J. F. and I. F. & Son are re- 
quested to meet their assignees in at 

, when they will be -pleased to pro- 
duce a statement of their respective accounts against 
the said two firms. 

** The business being of mudi importance, a spe- 
cial attendance is particularly requested." 

WHEN the result of his opinion was known, 
John Field evaded it by applying to another attor- 
ney, and by keeping from them the documents and 
papers relating to the lands so conveyed. He also 
kept the original assignment of John Field & Son. 
handed him to be recorded, but which he never 
again returned to them, though often demanded. 

In the year 1804, John Field produced to the 
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trustees a power of attorney whicli he requested them 
to sign, constituting him sole agent in the manage- 
ment of the trust estates; which power being consi- 
dered exceptionable by the assignees, was not exe-. 
cuted. 

It may be proper to remark here with respect to 
the opinion produced by John Field — iilso the pow- 
er of attorney — that the first being totally different 
from the meaning, intent, and purpose of the trust, 
if acted on by the trustees, would render them res- 
ponsible, in case of any dissenting creditor; that the 
second placing the sole power of the trusteeship in 
the hands of John Field, without any resen^ation 
and without the control of the trustees, was conve}-- 
ing to an agent, under existing circumstances, more 
powers than delegated to, the principals. 

Those two instances sufficiently evidenced the 
designs of John Field, in a determination to obtain, 
if possible, the sole management of his affairs, and to 
this end he incessantly laboured. 

In the month of July, 1804, three of the trustees, 
viz. Robert Smith, Philip Nicklin, and Thomas Clif- 
ford, without calling a meeting of the creditors by 
publick advertisement, by power of attorney, consti- 
tuted John Field agent in transacting the business of 
tlie trustees, granting him also a salary of S 2500 per 
annum for three years, besides paying all contingent 
expenses that might arise in the prosecution of his 
agency. John Field having thus prevailed on the 
above-mentioned trustees, ventured to solicit the 
signature of John Evans, for by the original assign- 
ments it was rendered necessarv that all the assisn- 
ees should join in any act which might be done 
under diem. 

At the time this power of attorney was presented 
by John Field, it was the first intimation John Evans 
had of the annual sum to be given him. It being 
repugnant to the conditions of the assignments, ancl 
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▼esting in the agent more powers than possessed by 
them, he immediately protested against the proposed 
sum, as wetl as against the powers delegated. Not- 
withstanding the power of attorney was not fully, 
and of course not legally, executed to become valid 
and sufficient for the purposes therein expressed, 
John Field advertised that by virtue of such power 
he was constituted the agent of the trustees in the 
settlement of his own and Field and Son's estates. 
He also advertised a large quantity of land conveyed 
by assignments to the trustees to be exposed to pub- 
lick auction at the Merchants' Coffee House. F^om 
a sense of duty to- the trust, and acting under the 
advice of counsel, opposition to the sale was made 
by the dissenting assignee, John Evans, by pub- 
lick advertisement, and also at the time and place of 
sale. John Field was consequently defeated in the 
execution \^ his plans, and from that period com- 
menced an avowed enmity to John Evans. 

Some short time after this extraordinary affair, 
the three trustees saw the impropriety of John Field's 
agency, and consulted with John Evans by their at- 
torney, James Gibson, esquire, relative to a revoca- 
tion of the same. John Evans referred the consider- 
ation of it to his attorney, Moses Levy, Esq., who 
drew up an agreement in substance as follows, viz. 

" First, that the said three assignees would re- 
voke immediately the letter of attorney granted by 
them to John Field, and would discharge him from 
any agency in relation to the said trust now, and at 
all times hereafter. 

" Secondly, that they would immediately en- 
ter upon the execution of the trusts, and advertise 
the creditors to bring in their accounts. 

" Thirdly, that they would immediately ap- 
point* one or more active agents in the place and stead 
of the said John Field, to examine the lands con- 
veyed by the deeds of trust, and to report and advise 
generally the measures necessary to bring them into 



•o][)eration, and will themselves dispose of them to 
best advantage, &c. 

" Fourthly, that they will, without delay, adopt 
the measures best calculated to promote the interests 
of the concerned, and expose the said lands to sale 
as soon as it can be done, so that the end and pur- 
pose of the trusts may most speedily be answered.'* 

The abovfe is a literal copy of the stipulations on 
the part of John Evans, through the medium of his 
attorney ; which, together with a rough draft of a 
revocation of the power of attorney, agreeably to 
first article ; also an advertisement agreeably to 
second article, were handed to James Gibson, Es- 
quire, for consideration. On the 5tli of September 
James Gibson returned an answer on the foregoing 
articles as follows, viz. 

" Dear sir — I have received your note, enclo- 
sing a letter for the trustees of John Field and John 
Field & Son, which I will forward to those gentle- 
men. I cannot however recommend to those gen- 
tlemen to enter into any stipulations with Mr. Evans 
on the subject. It is their wish to be discharged 
from the trust entirely ^ or if this cannot be done, to 
bring the same to a close as soon as possible. Per- 
haps a meeting of the trustees and creditors may 
have a tendency to promote this measure. The 
measure of dismissing Field appears extremely pro- 
per, except so far as his services may be useful as 
an assistant, but not as principal agent. This mea- 
sure I shall certainly recommend. 

I remain, dear sir. 

Your most obedient servant, 
fSigned) JAMES GIBSON. 

To Moses Levy^ Esq. Sept. 5th, 1805.'' 

THE three assignees, agreeably to the recom- 
mendation of their attorney, dismissed John Field by 
revoking the power of attorney which they had given 
him. And on the 18th day of April 1806, they, 



in conjunction with John Evans, demanded by letter 
to John Field all papers &c., relating to the lands 
contained in the assignments made to them ; direct- 
ing him to deliver the same to John Evans. At the 
same time advertising in the publick papers, for the 
creditors of John Field and John Field & Son^ 
claiming under the deeds of trust, to bring in their 
accounts to John Evans. 

(Copy.) 
" THE assignees of John Field, and John Field 
& Son, desire John Field to deliver to John Evans,, 
all papers relating to the lands contained in the as- 
signments made to them. It is also their wish, that 
he^wdtd give them general information in writing,, 
respecting the circumstances attending them; as it 
will aid them in arranging the business : — and be 
assured, the general benefit of the concerned, shall 
claim their attention. 

signed, 

JOHN EVANS, 
ROBERT SMITH, 
PHILIP NICKIHN, 
THOMAS CLIFft)RD. 
Philadelphia, April 18th, 1806. 
JOHN FIELD. 

NOTICE. 

" ALL persons, having any demands against the 
estates of John Field, and John Field & Son, claim- 
ing under the deeds of trust, are requested to bring' 
in their accounts early ,^ properly attested to John 
Evans, No* 58, South Second Street. 

JOHN EVANS, "1 Assignees of 

PHILIP NICKLIN, \john Field, 

ROBERT SMITH, [and John 

THOMAS CLIFFORD. J Field &f Son. 
PhUadelphiu, April 12th, 1806. 
(DaUy for two weeks. ^^ J 
Copy taken from the original, by 

J. E. REDMAN. 




WHEN tlicse measures were about being con- 
certed by the trustees unanimously, and tliere was 
every prospect of some efficient steps being taken on 
behalf of the trust estates, John Field applied to an 
attorney at law, for the purpose of removmg the 
trustees, and appointing commissioners to succeed 
them ; and he called a partial meeting of his credi- 
tors, to sanction and cover his schemes.* One of 
those creditors, so notified, (Thomas Wothcrspoon) 
handed the written notification to John Evans, 
wherein the intentions of the proposed meeting, were 
expressed — to which I refer, dated April 8th, 1806, 
" Respected friend, 

" SOME of the creditors have thought offjpply. 
ing to the Court of Common Pleas, to sit in a few 
days, by petition, to sec if the court will not remove 
tlie trustees, and appoint commissioners to settle the 
trust business ; and Edward Tilghman being ap-r 
plied to, he wishes to confer with some of the credir^. 
tors on the subject. I requ«st, therefore, thou 
wouldst be so obligingas to call on him this evening, 
or get \^#Riam Todd to do it. 

*' I*CAN see no prospect of any thing else that 
will afford relief, and enable me to settie my affairs; 
and hope thou wilt unite in support of this measure. 
As to the property under the concern, it will be diffi- 
cult, and probably not practicable, to obtain any 
thing of consequence. 

I am, 

thy respectful friend, 
(Signed) JOHN FIELD. 

4mo. 8th, 1806." 

# 

* As was \isual with John Field, he never called a mcet- 
m^ of his creditors by publick adveiiisement ; and, in this 
instance, to prevent a general ultcndan^e, he gave notices to 
those only, whom he conbidered most likely to be iniiuenccd 
by his li presentations, and would accede to his plans. 
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^Thus it appears, every mode was projected by 
John Field, save the only one which, by the deeds oS 
trust, was made necessary. What intentions he 
might have had, in thus endeavouring to counteract 
the meaning of those instruments, I will not pretend 
positively to declare. But we may conjecture, (and 
this from no want of evidence,) that from the em- 
barrassments necessarily ensuing, and the great re* 
sponsibility of the trustees' in the event of their 
acceding to his plans ; I say, we may safely conjec- 
ture, that he iritended to mislead and embarrass 
them, that the responsibility of their own individual ^ 
property, might make up the deficiency of that con- 
veyed % himself, and John Field & Son. 

It will easily be seen, that John Evans would not 
agree to measures, obviously calculated to subject 
the persons and property of die trustees to difficulty. 
The whole tenor of his forifier conduct, as well as 
the sentiments he still entertained, relative to the 
trust, required no hesitation to object to plans obvi- 
ously disadvantageous. John Field still persevered, 
however, in his endeavours to obtain the agency in 
the management of the trust business, and was but 
too successful in paralyzing all the efforts of the 
trustees, in their determinations and movements in 
the execution of the trust which they held. It is a 
fact, not to-be controverted, that whenever any steps 
were taken by them, he retarded their progression, 
by evading the execution of them ; by applying to 
counsel; by misrepresentations; by calling partial 
meetings of his creditors, composed of such charac- 
ters, as were most likely to be influenced by his mis- -^ 
representation^ ; by detaining in his hands, every 
document appertaining to the trust ; which render- 
ed it impossible to proceed, not having any know- 
ledge of the business ; and finally, by complaining 
to the overseers of the religious society of the peo- 

C 
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pk called Quakers, against John Evans, then a fellow 
member. 

This complaint to the overseers by John Field,- 
was supposed to be founded on a letter written by 
John Evans, as an assignee orJohn Field, under th« 
trust, to John Baker, Esq. also, an assignee to him 
under a statute of bankruptcy. — Letter dated August 
9th, 1804. 

(Gopy.) 

" Philadelphia^ August 9th, 1804. 

John Baker, Est^., 

One of the assignees under the bankrupt actj to 

John Field. * 

" HAVING verbally requested thee, as as- 
signee to John Field, to fiimish me with documents 
relative to a real estate at Frankfort, Kentucky, 
which I bought of Jclin Field & Son, upwards of 
twQ years since, and which I wish to have early 
issued. In the sale of it, he committed a fraud d*i 
me, it being at that time, and a twelvemonth befarcy 
in a court of chancery ; and he did not inform me 
of it, and which I since found by the proceedings in 
chancery, handed me by Colonel Todd, Esq., to 
whom I sent the deed to be recorded. 

"There have now more than two years elapsed 
since I had a conveyance of the property, and J. 
Field has not done any thing to forward a settle- 
ment of the business, either by himself, or informing 
me ; and when I have applied to him for information 
on the business, he has not only refused it, but 
insulted me by saying, my interference Was highly 
improper, which is adding insult to injury, especially 
when the property was taken contrary to inclination, 
instead of cash; and such treatment, could only be 
thought of, by a man of such effrontery as J. Field. 

I HOPE my friend Baker, as acting assignee to 
J. Field under the bankruptcy, may not by his 
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friendship to him experience, as I have, both abuse 
and loss by it. And permit me, as a large creditor, 
to inform him, as I have P. Nicklin, R. Smith, and 
T. Clifibrd, assignees under the trust, that I con- 
sider the powers granted to J. Field by them and 
thee, are not warranted by common -practice ; the 
nature of the trust ; or the general character of th^ 
man to whom it is committed, and a dangerous pre- 
cedent in civil society, 

" Annexed is a copy of some extracts I sent 
them as a protest against the . proceedings, with a 
declaration, that I never would come into the mea- 
sures, but would legally oppose it, as it was improper 
in itself; and I had not confidence in the honesty 
and integrity of John Field, to execute it justly. 

" I ALSO informed them that I had many objec- 
tions, which I did not consider necessary then to go 
into, but one pointed one I*mentioned, that was, I 
.heard John Field say, if he had the agency from U3, 
he would early sell the property assigned to us in 
trust, and, by a friend, purchase it in for himself; 
under the present depressed circumstances, and no 
doubt, as is usual with him, to his own advantage 
and the loss of his creditors* I am credibly inform- 
ed the property is valuable ; and if the business is 
conducted properly, might bring a considerable 
sum: but, be that as it may, the, appointment is 
improper ; the mode to effect it is unprecedented, 
and will ultimately fail, and cannot be effected; 
though it may cause a longer delay to :the injury of 
the honest creditor, on whose property, John Field 
lias now lived above seven years. By the sum he 
is now allowed for three succeeding years, say 
S 2500 per annum, besides contingent expenses 
in the business, it appears, considering his small 
family, it was intended he should keep hisHcarriage 
and pair of horses at the expense of an already un- 
justly, and shamefully treated lenient creditor. 
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^^ I WAS not consulted as an assignee, at the time 
the agency was agreed on, and did not even know, 
nor in the least suspect, the annuity intended him . 
.till it was presented to me for my signature ; but I 
alivays protested against John Field's having any 
thing to do as an agent in the business, having no 
confidence in his integrity, justice, or honesty, these 
several years past. 

" Thus, my friend, this plain statement of facts 
is truly unpleasant, especially when I consider it a^ 
it relates to a person, for whom, I once had respect 
and esteem ; and indeed, I must acknowledge my 
credulity for a long time, in placing a mistaken con- 
fidence in his repeated assurances, abilities to pay, 
and resources, but too late, I found his deception. 
As I have been censured by some, for my friend- 
ship to him, it is necessary to inform: — as a friend, 
I early opposed the mode he adoped in setding his 
business, and repeatedly advised to a fair, honourable^ 
just, and equal payment to his creditors by instal- 
ments; which, had he adopted, I have no doubt 
would have been honourable to himself, justice to 
his creditors, and his situation and character, as well 
as property, would have been very difierent from 
what it is at present. 

** Having briefly stated circumstances, it only 
remains to add — justice due myself, abstracted from 
such treatment as I have received fi*om him, as well 
as the trust I have taken on behalf of many of my 
fellow citizens, compel me to act, as I consider due 
myself, and good faith and ti'ust claim on me, 
under the appointment. 

I am, respectfully thy friend 
JOHN EVANS, 
One of the assignees of J. Fields is? J. Field & Son, 
under the trust. 

P. S. I have sent a fee of thirty dollars lately 
to an attorney at law, to bring the busuiess at 
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Frankfort, Kentucky, to an issue. — Again earnestly 
Bequest, that thou wilt furnish me with documents 
on the occasion. 

Extract from my letter dated July 18fA, 1804, to 
Philip Nicklin^ and others^ assignees to J. Fields 
and J. Field £*f Son. 

" I OBJECT to the large sum of two thousand 
five hunded dollars per annum, being paid John 
Field for three succeeding years, as he has. lived on 
his creditors' property already seven years. 

" Objections to constituting a debtor an agent 
generally, and in the case of John Field it will pecu- 
liarl}^ ^pply J he having prevented any special infor- 
mation of his affairs to his creditors or assignees, 
and his general conduct from the origin of his draw- 
ing the large amount of his bills of exchan^^e on 
London, in the fall of 1796, which were not paid, 
and constituted a large proportion of his debts in 
this city, and joined to his subsequent conduct, has 
destroyed confidence in him. 

" 1st. It destroys public confidence and trust. 

"2nd. It places individuals in special favour, 
who are assignees or men of influence. 

" 3d. It leaves the weak and ignorant creditor, 
to a designing debtor's mercy ; and, he covers his 
actions, by the agency of others. 

"4th. It places it out ofthe power of the creditor, 
to call on the debtor in a legal way ; prevents coih^ 
mon justice, and destroys the very nature and prin- 
ciples of an assignment in trust. 

"5th. It has a tendency to corrupt morals, by 
the debtor's secreting his property ; increases his 
effrontery, subverts justice, familiarises fraud, and 
opens the way to many serious evils." 

(Original delivered to me, by John Baker.) 

J. E. REDMAN. 
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The above letter was written in consequence <rf 
a purchase made by John Evans of John r ieid & 
Son, of a real estate in Irankfort, Kentucky, or 
rather, a property conveyed to him in part conside- 
ration of his claim on the estate of John Field & 
Son, which had, from the time of conveyance, in 
April, 1 802, and long before, to the date of this let- 
ter, been m a court of chancerv. When this con- 
veyance was made, no reservation was expressed in 
the deed, or any thing of a disputed title intimated 
to John Evans. The deed of conveyance being full 
and clear,, which, together with a statement frorai 
John Field, rendered at the time, charging a 
year s arrearage of rent, implied possession of the 
property, and a good title in fee. He therefore, a» 
is customary, forwarded the deed to CoL Todd, resl« 
dent in the county where the property was situated^ 
in order that the deed might he put on records 
Some time afterwards he received from Colonel 
Todd, then one of the. judges of the court of chan- 
cery, a full and long detail of the situation of tlie 
property in dispute in that court, which had nev^r 
been in Field's possession. It therefore became 
necessary to take measures to recover the property^ 
but this was not to be done but by application ta 
John Field for the proper documents relating thereto. 
On application being made, John Field informed 
that he could best conduct the affair, and that John 
Evans' interference was highly improper. He 
'Ciiprcssed regret at the deed being forwarded; be- 
cause it tended to an exposure of the business, he 
not having done aixy thing latterly to defend the 
Mclaim. > 

Repeated application was made to John Field, 
but \Vithout effect; as he constantly asserted he was 
most competent to manage his own business, and 
that the interference of another was highly impro- 
per. No stepsxoulji'be taken by John Evans tP 
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defend the property without documents, and Joha 
Field absolutely refusing to furnish them, he wrote 
to John Baker, Esq. one of his assignees under the 
bankruptcy, wherein this subject is fully stated, 
requesting of him, as an assignee, the document • 
and information which he claTtned, relative to the 
property. He could not fail, as a man of character,, 
to express astonishment and indignation at the treat- 
ment he received from John Field, and in this letter 
frankly expresses his opinion. 

In consequence of John Field's representation * 
to the overseers, one of them called on John Evans, 
and by him was fully informed of the treatment he 
received from John Field, as in the letter expressed, 
which letter was handed to the overseers, with sun- 
dry papers on that subject, and after keeping them 
ji considerable time, they returned them again to 
hhn without any objection. This complpmt \yns 
therefore considered finally settled. 
' John Evans still objected to the appointment 
©f John Field, and contiuHcd to repeat his demand 
as a trustee, by virtue of the joint letter from all the 
trustees herein before mentioned, for the documents 
and papers relating to the trust. These demands 
were made on account of an expectation to employ 
an agent by the whole of the trustees, to examine 
relative to the lands held in trust, in order that a sale 
6f them might be effected. 

* It is necessary here to observe with respect. to the com- 
plaint made by John Field, that although the letter to John 
Baker was held out as the ostensible ground, another object was 
rn view. John Field entertained an idea that preferring a com- 
plaint in this way, would act as a compulsatory measure to 
procure his appointment as an agent. Tius is not mere con* 
jecture, for though the business was intended to be veiled in 
mystery, but by the conversations that passed on the subject 
it was evidently the intention of John Field to become by this 
means the agent of the trust. Indeed it was so clearly implied^ 
that when John Evans mentioned that he could not appoint 
him conscientiotLsly for the various reasons particularized in the 
letter to John Baker, it at once settled the busines?. ^ 
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(Copy.) 

« 

In the Supreme Court of the State of 

Pennsylvania. 

J. Evans v , Ellis Yarnall et al. 

'' GEORGE DAVIS, a witness on the part of 
the plaintiff in the above cause, being produced, 
sworn, and examined, declares and says, that he ^- 
collects that in the year one thousand eight hundred 
and five, to the best of his belief he was spoken tor 
by John Evans the plaintiff, one of the trustees of 
John Field, and John Field & Son, who expressed 
his wish that he, George Davis, would act as the 
agent of the trustees in the business of John Field 
and John Field & Son, and examine a large body; 
of lands held by them, under deeds of trust, together 
with the general circumstances attending the same^ 
and make report thereon, in order that a fair and 
equitable sale of them might be made at publidc 
vendue, or otherwise, as circumstances might re- 
quire. That several conversations took place be- 
tween the witness, Mr. Evans and Mr. Nicklin, one^ 
other of the trustees on the business, and that Mn 
Evans and Mr. Nicklin appeared desirous of having 
the lands examined, and an early sale of them effected 
agreeably to powers vested in them as trustees. But 
after waiting several months, and obstructions ap- 
pearing to the plan of the agency, nothing was done 
by the witness in the business, though Mr. Evans 
and Mr. Nicklin continued very desirous of his act- 
ing therein. 

" That he, the witness, is clearly of opinion, that 
in the arrangements proposed by Mr. Evans and 
Mr. Nicklin, those gentlemen did not appear to act 
from any personal motives against Mr. John Field, 
the elder, but from a strong desire to facilitate the 
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due execution of the trust in tlie sale of the property 
for the general benefit of the creditors. 

" Th £ deponent further says, that he and Mr. John 
Evans, the plaintiflF, were the assignees among others 
to Mr. Peter Lohra, the deponent being a creditor, • 
and Mr. Evans representing a creditor, that Mr, 
Evans was not only faithful, but also most particu- 
larly active and industrious in the execution of the 
trust. The meetings of the assignees were generally 
at his house ; and he neglected his own business, or 
at least postponed frequently his attention to his pri- 
vate concerns, to attend to the execution of the trust 
in which he bad no private interest, to the best of de- 
' pdnent's knowledge and belief. As to the neglect 
of his private affairs, for the rest the attention of Mr. 
Evans to the trust, and often when unwell, the de- 
ponent knows of his certain knowledge. 

(Signed) GEORGE DAVIS. 

Swofn to before me, 10th May, 1808. 
(Signed) 
MICHAEL KEPPELE, Aldn.'' 

Wh e n John Field found that the trustees were 
about agreeing on this subject, and that he probably 
would be excluded from the benefits which he had 
so long held in expectation ; when he knew that John 

* As it appears by the above deposition that . John Evans 
was tee acting assignee to the estate of Peter Lohra, it ma/ 
be proper to inform, that through his exertions, he having the 
documents in his hands, and the conducting of the correspon- 
dence* Xvio judgments have been since obtained in favour of 
said estate, against one of the debtors, in New Orleans ; 

One judgment for 1 j6,900 dolls. 

And the other for ^$t'%^^^ dolls. 

making in the agregate, the sum of 79,390 dolls, 

which there is a probability will be recovered at some future 
period, as the landed property claimed by the debtor in New 
Orleans, is to a very great amount* 

D 
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Evans would have no intercourse with him, unless 
he comi^ied with the requisition of his trustees in 
delivering up the papery relating to the trust f when 
he observed that the other trustees would no longer 
remain the dupes of his imposition; finally, perceiv- 
ing liis influence in obtaining the management of the 
trust sensibly to abate, as a dernier resort, he again 
complained to the overseers of the rheeting against 
John Evans* But whether this complaint was the 
revival of that founded bn the letter to John Baker 
which was before finally settled or not j remains un- 
known. It was impossible to say, at that time, what 
were the particular grounds of complaint in this 
instance, because throughout the whole affair, from 
the commencement to the conclusion, no particula^^ 
or even general, charge was exhibited. It is well 
known, howiever, notwithstanding the mystery in 
which it was attempted to be veiled, that this com- 
plaint had the same Object ih rie w as the former, and 
the same end to accomplishr For though the idea 
of John Evans refusing to see John Field Was made 
the ostensible ground, yet it cannot be supposed 
that such a trifling circumstance should operate as a 
subject of serious complaint. Such, however, was 
tlie secrecy observed by the overseers on the subject, 
that no particular facts could be identified as the 
grounds of complaint. But we find, that the single 
and solitary avowal of the objection on the part of 
John Evans, to see the complainant, was considered 
by the overseers fully sufficient to warrant its cogni- 
zance. 

The interference of the overseers under such 
circumstances, between an individual acting in the 
capacity oF a trustee,* in what he apprehended td 

•'^A* functionary is answerable only to the legal authority 
by .which he holds his office* And indeed, the society as if 
aware of this necessary distinction, have no discipline on the 
subject of his powers, but it is well known that members acting 



be his duty^ and a character such as the complain* 
ant, who hi divers instances had forfeited the esteem 
arid confidence of his fellow citizens, and was at 
that time infringing not only the discipline of the 
society to which he belonged, iwut also the laws of 
morality gind civil jurisprudence^ I say, the inter- 
ference of the overseers^ or any other set of men, 
under circuinstances like these, \vas an abrogation 
of the civil rights and liberties of the citizen. It 
was unjustifiable, not only in a civil point of view^ 
but also incompatible with the discipline of that 
society, . That discipline on which they founded the 
right of interference, would in this case, if properly 
attended to, have led them to an impartial view of 
both sides of the question; and to have traced the 
iprievance complained of to its source^* but this was 
not attended to, and we must therefore believe, that 
ijistead of acting as impartial judges, abstractedly 
from all interest in the issaie, or sinister motives in 
the commencement, they became parties in it, and 
were consequendy influenced by resentment, or some 
unknown cause. 

With regard to the objection John Evans had to 
see John Field, it waS true in one respect, that is, he 
would not see him until justice was done on the part 
of John Field, by a delivery of all his papers reki- 
tive to the trust; but he never refused to see hiiii 

• 

Id such. capacities, may sue for, and recover vin .courts of law, 
against fellow members, without bejn|^ amenable to the 

society. 

^The overseers when admitted to interfere (and in this 
case it is certainly optional with the parties,) should have been 
impartial and unprejudiced auditors, free to hear, and willing 
to understand the subject on both sides. Had this been the 
case, to speak with brevity, they would have dismissed the 
complaint, against John Evans ; and commanded John Field to 
deliver up his effects absolutely assigned, as he was bound to 
do by the act of conveyance, and by the express disciplitie of 
the society. 
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on a compliance- with his duty. On the contrarfv 
he had repeatedly seen and conversed with him, 
untH by frequent deceptions it was rendered neces- 
sary to withdraw that friendship which had too long* 
subsisted to his injury. How repeatedly had he 
served John Field from the purest motives. Nume- 
rous instances might be adduced in support of this; 
but the single circumstance of his having disclaimed 
all connexion with him, other than that necessarily 
imposed by the trust he held, and the consequent 
complsdnt of John Field in this respect, prove that 
he had been on friendly terms with him, and so 
would have continued, had he not justly forfeited it. 
But to return. When complaint was made by 
John Field to the overseers, Richard Humphreys - 
and Isaac Parrish, two of the overseers, called on 
John Evans, and informed him of the purport of 
their visit. They said, they came not as overseers^ 
or in their official capacity, but as friends to tke 
parties.* A conversation was then entered into res-^ 
pecting John Field. .John Evans desired them ta 
compel John Field to comply with the united requi- 
. sition of his assignees, on which condition he would 
see him^ although he considered they had no claim 
on him a^ an assignee. They declined interferring 
in the assignee business, but urged a reconciliation 
with John Field, forgetting that John Evans, as an 
assignee, was also John Evans, a private citizen,-, 
and vice versa. Thus their attempting to discrimi- 
natef between an assignee business and a private 

m 

* The discipline directs the overseers, as overseers, to con* 
ftir with an accused member. But as they, on this occasion, • 
interferred as friends to the parties only, and not as overseers, of 
. coupse their proceeding was contrary to discipline, and wan- 
tonly unjust. 

t A subject with which we are familiarized, however 
absurd at firsts seems to be right at last, and in this case tLe 
overseers by an abstract syllogism altogether new in the logic 
of religious discipline, hypothetically deduce the competency 
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ai^r, tended to complicate and confuse a subject 
most unquestionably beyond their jurisdiction. * 
FROii this interview, no apprehensionsr were 
entertained by Jokn Evans of the business ever com- 
ing forward in the meeting. He considered that 
the character of John Field was viewed by the over- 
seers in an un&vourable light, and that, of course, 
a complaint entered by such a one would amount to 
little, unless founded 'on evidence more ostensible : 
. such he knew John Field did not possess, and he 
was therefore easy as to the event. See the follow- 
^ ing certificates. 

" I CERTIFY that I was present whe;n Isaac Par- 
rish and Richard Humphreys called on John Evans, 
relating to business between him and John Field:-— 
tlmt I heard John Evans ask, whether they came as 
friends and citizens, or as overseers of the meeting, 
to.»diich they made answer that they came as friends 
to the parties only, and not in the capacity of over- 
seers of the meeting. JOHN E. REDMAN. 

Phil. Dec. 23. 1806. 

" I WAS present in the store when my husband 
John Evans asked Isaac Parrish and Richard Hum- 
phreys, if they came to him as overseers of the 
monthly meeting, or as friends — ^they answered. As 
friends. BARBARA EVANS. 

N. B. The conversation was in the early part "of 
July, 1806. J. E. REDMAN." 

of their powers. Thus I presume they would say. ^ If the 
assignee be aggrieved let him se^k redress at law, we have 
nothing to do with that business, we recognize the Member 
complained of, and that is enough for our purpose.' But what 
would any one of those gentlemen say, or think, if his friend 
should tell him frankly, << I like thy profession ; but I desjuse 
thy principles." Perhaps the abstraction would not here be * 
considered quite so' feasible as in other cases* 





A F£ V week^ after this interview^ on tl)e 23d of 
iuly, 1806, C^eb Carmalt, an overseer, called on 
John Evans, and informed him that his case xvith 
John Field would come, before th& next preparative 
meeting. The a^tpni^ment of Jolin Evans at this 
information was such as ipight be expected. Con-c 
scious that he liad dojiie iK)thing but what as an 
assignee h^ had an i^ndoi^bted right to do, and never 
having been visited by the overseers, . accordii^ to 
discipline, he deipanded. of C^eb Carmalt, in the 
presence of wtnesse^, the charges against him in 
writing, the name of the accuser, and the book o£ 
<iiscipline,* to know in what instance he had trans- 
.gressed also an interview with the overse;Crs, in 
, •company with Samuel P« Griffitts, David Bacon, 
Thomas Harrison, Thomas Parker, &c. before hia 
<:ase came before the meeting. But so far from 
:receiving aqy intiination gf such request being 

i ■ • , . 

* The pneteQt discipline bad been b operation but a short 
time when thif re<|uest waf made, and as it W4^ kept from th,e 
members of the society, it became a desirable object, in order 
to ascertain the degree of criminality, if any, and in what par- 
ticulars. Under these circumstances, and with this view, it was 
idem^nded, not as a matter of favour, but as a right which in 
•every case of civil juri8prudei)ce is especially granted. I9 thii 
Instance liowever neither the accusation nor the law were ever 
'Communicated by the overseers to the accused. And in addi- 
tion to these unwarrantable proceedings tliey denied a reasona- 
.ble and a necessary request, of a conference with them in 
<:ompany with S.P« Grifiitts, D. Bacon, T.Harrisson, F.Parker, 
lice, in order to inform the circumstances attending the business, 
iVhich they could not have desired had there been just cause pf 
• complaint. That a religious society should make disci pline^ 
and keep the members ignorant of its nature and purport, is a 
■^rrowful demonstration of its being too vultierable for the 
inspection of honest criticism. But on occasions where 
^necessity calls it into action, much indeed is discovered which 
designates it an engine of power iiumical to Christian simpli- 
city and that heavenly badge spoken of by Christ, viz. <' By 
this sh^Il all men know that ye are my discipIeS) if ye have 
ipve one to anothec" 



gfaftted, he obtained no sart;isfaction. On the con* 
trary , Caleb Carmalt insisted otfl it^ going forw^d^ 
See the following certificate. ' 

" CALEB CARMALT called this day on Johiv 
Evans, by direction (as he said) of the overseers of the 
meeting, and ififwHied John Evans that his case 
^vith John Field was to come before the next prepa- 
rative meetirt^. * 

"John Evans then demanded of Caleb Car- 
inalt, as an overseer, the charges against him in 
writing; the person who is the accuser; and the dis- 
cipline of the Society, to kriOW where he had trans- 
gressed. 

** He also requested an oppc^tunity of a confe- 
rence with the overseers in the presence of Doctor 
Griffitts, Thomas Harrison, Thomas Parker, David 
Bacon, and a few other judicious mewy before his 
case came before the meeting". But Caleb Carmalt 
gave him no satisfaction, or any assurance that his 
request would be granted, but insisted on its going 
forward. 

" We certify this to be a true statement of facts^ 
as we were present the whole time, being called in 
by John Evans as witnesses. 

JOHN E. REDMAN. 
Philad. July 22rf. 1806. NATHL. HOLLAND.'^ 

Thus was the conduct pursued by the overseers 
inthepresent case most arbitrarilyfmduftpf^cedentedw 
Denying the accused the knowledge of the laws by 
which he was to be judged, withhdding the accusa- 
tion, and arbitrarily insisting <m the charge coming 
before the meeting. 

It is a fact incontrovertible and -well knowii Id 
the members of the society, that the discipline is 
kept from them ; that the former discipline has beea 
lately abolished, and a new one adopted; thatthejr 
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. must consequently be ignorant of it in many res ^ 
pects, except the trifling information they ^.may 
chance to gain in their meetings for discipline, or 
by the indulgence of the clerks. This will, there- 
fore, and I trust satisfactorily, account for the re- 
quest made by John Evans, for the discipline of the 
society, and which, were it not as represented, 
would appear extremely singular. 

The overseers were not^content with thus arbi- 
trarily ushering the business forward under those 
. embarrassing circumstances, but as if determined to 
aggravate the injury he had already sustained, they 
deferred giving him any knowledge of the business 
intended to be brought forward, until it was too late 
fi>r the accused to make any defence, having scarcely 
two days notice of their determinations. 

To the candid reader I will appeal, whether in 
sych precipitate measures tibere was any liberality, 
in the accusation any candour, or in the proceedings 
any consistent rule. The answer to all these must 
be " No*" — Was there not rather an obvious deter- 
mination to pursue an arbitrary plan, and to take 
every advantage in the pursuit? This, I think, can- 
not be denied by an impartial observer, aij^d if admit- 
ted, we assert their declension from the principjies of 
honour and justice, which in this case is certainly 
obvious. 

Ojf the next day, the 23d July, 1806, John 
Evans convened the friends mentioned in the certi- 
ficate referred to, mz. Samuel P. Griffitts, David 
Bacon, Thomas Harrison, and Thomas Parker, and 
informed them of the conduct of the overseers, and 
that his case was to be brought before the prepara- 
tive meeting on the next day. He read and handed 
to them papers illustrative of the business of the 
trust estates of John Field and John Field & Son ; 
also the certificate of J. E. Redman and N. Holland 
to the interview with Caleb Carmalt; all which they 
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kept in their possession several days ; and whicb^ 
with verbal explanations, were satisfactory. 

Agreeably tp the request of John Evans, they 
called upon the overseers, who agreed to dismiss 
the business entirely. In consequence of this agree- 
ment of the overseers, Samuel P. GriflStts called on 
John Evans in the evening of that day, and inform- 
ed in the presence of his wife, that they had seen 
some of the overseers, and though they would not 
grant him an opportunity of a conference as he 
requested, yet they agreed to dismiss the complaint ^ 
entirely ; and that ho might make himself easy on 
the occasion, as nothing further would be done in it^ 

It will doubtless appear surprising, that after the 
subject of complaint had been twice dismissed, that it 
sliould be again resumed by the overseers ; but such 
is^the fact. On the evening preceding the next 
preparative meeting held in August, John Biddle 
called on John Evans, and informed that the over- 
seers had a meeting in the afternoon, on business 
between him and John Field, and that they had con- 
cluded to take it forward on the next d^y. 

Immediately on the receipt of this informa- 
tion, John Evans called on Samuel P. GriflStts, be- 
ing seriously affected at the unexpected intentions 
of the overseers in their cruel and unexampled con- 
duct towards him. When Doctor Griffitts was in- 
formed by John Evans of the situation of the busi- 
ness, he expressed astonishment and surprise, and 
doubted the correctness of the information, by say- 
ing it could not be so ; and having, at John Evans'iS 
request, called on the overseers, he returned in the 
evening as he promised, and informed John Evans ' 
that the overseers told him, it would be taken for- 
ward the next day. 

Thus a third time did the overseers repeat tlieir 
endeavours to bring the business forward. They 
never informed the accused of their intentions ; nor' 

E 
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during one month from the last preparative meeting, 
did they grant any interviews with them, separately, 
or in company with the friends named in the certi- 
ficate before mentioned. On the contrary, they ob- 
served the utmost secrecy in the business ; in so 
much that not only the accused was kept in igno- 
rance of the circumstance* but equally ignorant in 
this respect were those friends who had interfered^ 
and to whom the overseers had agreed that the busi- 
ness should be dismissed and be considered finally 
settled.* 

It cannot be supposed that the overseers were 
authorized by the discipline to the measures they 
adopted. The discipline of a religious society 
could not surelv cover or abet the overseers in the for- 
feiture of their promises and assurances, or warrantthe 
maltreatment of any individual member, I do not 
wish to believe that any discipline exists among them so 
derogatory to civil and religious liberty, and so total- 
ly subversive of that charitable spirit, which the 
Christian religion forcibly and unequivocally incol- 
cates. Nor does common practice, to which we 

* When an individual violates an engagement, he cer- 
tainly hazards his veracity and honour ; but ^vhen a whole 
society by its represeniatives stipulates, unconditionally, for the 
performance of an act, yet knowingly and deliberately contra- 
venes it, what a total dereliction of principle must appear ! 
and under a combination of imposing circumstances, what a 
high degree of degradation must attach to the actors in this 
scene of diplomatic chicanery against an individual, who rely- 
ing on their apparent candour, and apparent honesty, was too- 
late convinced of their hypocrisy in both these respects. Such 
delusion, however, served the purpose of the overseers ; they 
gained time and proclaimed with more energy, because more 
secrecy ; not what they intended to do, but what they had 
done 1 

Thus having acted in violation of good faith and common 
honesty ; thus becoming in profession and in practice unprin- 
cipled rulers, they arraign at the bar of their self erected tri- 
bunal, that very individual whom they had so materially and 
unjustly injured* 
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may refer, establish any precedent for their proceed- 
ings in the present instance. But not only common 
practice, the very discipline itself directs a mode of 
procedure very different from that which they adopt- 
ed, viz.* ** If thy brother shall trespass against thee, 

* It is a well known fact, that the Quaker society have 
no religious creed, or confession of faith, as amongst some 
other religious societies. Nor do they consider themselves 
bound to the letter of scripture testimony, as many other soci- 
eties ; alleging a superior guidance in matters of faith and 
practice, through the immediate inspiration of the Divine 
Spirit. And* as many severe strictures were made on^ the 
character of John Evans, by the defendant's counsel at the 
trial, it may be proper, in this place, to make the following 
observations : 

The evidence gathered from the history of the New 
Testament, is an important illustration of the lives of the 
apostles and primitive disciples, who were in the fullest ex* 
tent, brothers of one family ; and enjoyed, in common, the 
same possessions, temporal and spiritual. The declaration of 
Christ was, therefore, adapted to such society, where all the 
members were dependent upon, and intimately connected with 
each other. 

They had been repeatedly enjoined to acts of beneficence 
and affection. They were commanded to love one another : 
<^ By this shall all men know that ye are my disciples, if ye 
have love one to another/* But as the frailties of men were 
known to the Author of our religion ; and as dissensions might 
, arise, which would tend to subvert the harmony of his disci* 
pies and followers, it was rendered necessary that some gene« 
ral mode should be established) which, in extreme cases, might 
absolve the offended from that connexion which had previ* 
ously subsisted between him and the offender* A connexion 
which was commanded and enjoined by the same authority, 
and which would have continued obligatory upon every indi* 
vidual pos*sessing the Christian name, bad not the Divine 
Instructor, seen the propriety of some general principle 
adapted to the imperfections of his disciples, which might b« 
availed of, against a turbulent and restless professor in the 
event of offences* 

In the passage above quoted, we find this liberty granted^ 
which was to operate as a security, against the caprice of an 
individual professor ; but coupled with a condition necessarily 
imposed as a restraint^ upon the possibility of abusing it ; that 
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go and tell him his fault between him and thee alone ; 
if he shall hear thee thou hast gained thy brother ; 

the most effectual measures towards a reconciliation might 
precede the ultimate step of renouncing the connexion* 

The offended brother was, therefore, under an obligation 
to comply with the conditions, before he could possibly avail 
himself of the last rt source : And as the method of those con- 
ditions would necessarily expose the offender to the view of 
the whole fraternity, it might for this reason operate more 
forcibly to convict him of his error, and extort the reconcilia- 
tion required. 

The witnesses were chosen from amongst his own breth» 
ren, and were, therefore, competent to second the accusation 
by their testimony of the fact. The church were the collec- 
tive body of professors, who, in this instance, were to testify 
to the compliance with the rule ; but, further than this, they 
had no authority to go. The difference between the parties 
was confined to themselves, and between themselves only, 
rested its termination. That is, the offended brother after 
using the necessary precautions, was at liberty to look upon 
the offender in the light of a stranger ; and was no longer 
bound by the obligations of their religious compact, to con- 
tinue to associate with him. 

The .church, therefore, or in other words, the members 
of the Christian compact, "were witnesses only of the measures 
adopted, but had i)o right to assume the position of a party, 
either one way or the other; because such assumption would 
be a manifest violation of the rule, which is made the principle 
of action. 

In the chapter, whence this rule is quoted, we find^ verses. 
2 1 and 23, << Then Peter came unto him and said. Lord, how 
often shall my brother sin against me and I forgive him— *tiil 
seven times ?" Jesus saith unto him, <^ I say not unto thee, 
until seven times, but until seventy times seven 1" 

In the above passage we find a complete and satisfactory 
confirmation of our exposition. But again, chapter 13th, in 
the parable of the tares and the wheat, we observe a still 
further proof, not only of the narrow disposition of man, but 
the benevolent designs of the Great Lawgiver, who, in giving 
forth this parable, effectually guards against the presumption 
of his followers ; lest at any time they should avail themselves 
of church power and influence, to exterminate from their com- 
munity 'any of their fellow professors ; which plainly implies^ 
no excommunication in the Christian church 

Verses 24 to 30. Another parable put he forth unto 
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but if he will not hear thee^ then take with thee one 
or two more, that in the mouth of two or three wit- 
nesses, every word may be established. And if he 
shall neglect to hear them, tell it unto the church ; 
but if he neglect to hear the church, let him be unto 
thee as a heathen man and a publican." Mathew^' 

them, saying, " The kingdom of heaven is likened unto a man 
ivhich sowed good seed in his field ; But while men slapt, his 
enemy came and sowed tai*es amon^ the wheat, and went his 
way ; But when the blade was sprung up, and brought forth 
fruit, then, appeared the tares also. So the servants of the 
householder came an^ said unto him : Sir, didst thou not sow 
good seed in thy field, from whence then hath it tares? He 
said unto them, an enemy hath done this. The servants said 
unto him, wilt thou that we go and gather them up ? But he 
said : Nay, lest while ye gather up the tares, ye root up also 
the wheat with them. Let both grow together until the har- 
vest : and in the time of harvest, I will say to the reapers, Gather 
ye together first the tares, and bind them in bundles to burn 
them ; but gather the wheat into my barn." 

The whole tenor of the Gospel writings prove the discipline 
of love, not of power, which was designed by the Author of our 
religion. A striking instance of this, is afforded in the conduct 
of our Saviour to Judas ; who, though he was the avowed be- 
trayer of his Lord and Master, was, neverthelessi permitted to 
sit with him : Nay, to eat out of the same dish, and partake 
with his disciples and followers until the hour of his treachery. 

I might adduce many passages of the New Testament in 
support of this god*like prlnciplei which forms so prominent a 
feature in the Christian dispensation ; but they are unnecessary. 

The parable of a certain king who forgave his servant a 
debt) is a clear argument against the unchristian principles of 
modern sectaries ; and, the consequence of that servant's con- 
duct towards his poor fellow servant, is an illustration still 
further corroboratory of the forgiving temper of Christianity. 

He had just received forgiveness of a debt often thousand 
talents due to hb king, yet immediately insists on the pay- 
ment of a hundred pence from a poor fellow servant. 

When the king was informed of his conduct, " He was 
wroth and delivered him to the tormentors, until he should 
pay all that was due unto him,"— and emphatically adds, while 
addressing his disciples, << <So likevdac shall my heavenly Father* 
do unto you^ if ye from your hearts forgive not every one his 
hrother their trespasses** 
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XVIII, 15, 16, 17. If, however, any discipline ex- 
isted, which directed the mode they pursued, strange 
as it must appear, the conduct in the overseers in 
this respect was no less extraordinary. Had they 
been separately questioned as to their opinion of the 
l&haracter of John Field and his conduct, they would 
certainly have condemned both ; yet in this they 
w^ould as certainly have condemned themselves. Be- 
cause, if they acknowledged John Field to be a disor- 
derly member, they certainly were deficient hi their 
duty, in not enforcing the discipline against him* 
Such, however, was the opinion of Thomas Savery^ 
one of the overseers, who being at the house of John 
Evans on the 23d of July, 1306, per testimony of J. 
E. Redman, was by him Informed of the overseers 
having taken up the business between him and John 
Field. To which Thomas Savery replied in these 
remarkable and express terms : ^* That it was con- 
trary to his wishes that this bu^ess was so situated ; 
that it was a great shame that John Evans, who had 
ever borne an unexceptionable character, should be 
brought before the meeting by a man of John Field's 
character, and who had acted so opposite to the 
wishes and advice of his friends ; that John Field 
had been a great pest to the society, and ought to 
have been disowned twelve years ago." John Evans 
then said, he had no objection to seeing John Field, 
provided he would deliver to his" aCssignecs those pa- 
pers relating to the deeds of trust, which all the as- 
signees had jointly ordered him to deliver to John 
Evans. 

" I CERTIFY, that on the 23d of July, 1806, I 
was present when George Heberton was at the 
house of John Evans on business, at which time 
Thomas Savery came in; that during the conversa- 
tion John Evans mentioned to Thomas Savery the 
business between himself and John Field, then pend- 
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ing before the overseers of the religious society of the 
people called Quakers, in Philadelphia, of whom Tho- 
mas Savery was one, when Thomas Savery mentioned, 
that it was contrary to his wishes that this business 
was so situated ; that it was a great shame that John 
Evans, who had ever borne an unexceptionable char- 
acter, should be brought before the meeting by a 
man of John Field's character, and one who had 
acted s6^ opposite to the wishes and advice of his 
friends; that he (John Field) had been a great pest 
to the society, and ought to have been disowned 
twelve years ago; that John Evans said he had no 
objection to seeing John Field, provided he would 
deliver to his assignees those papers relating to 
the deeds of trust which all the assignees had jointly 
ordered of him to be delivered to John Evans. 

JOHN E. REDMAN. 
PHhid. Dec. 23, 1806." 

THE above sentiments were expressed by Tho- 
mas Savery, also by John Evans, on the next day 
after the interview with Caleb Carmalt. Yet Tho- 
mas Savery, as an overseer, about a month after- 
wards, at the next preparative meeting, in defiance 
of all he had before expressed on that subject to 
John Evans, and notwithstanding the information he 
so clearly and pointedly received at^ that, time, did 
come forward to support the accusation against him. 
This single circumstance, may suffice to show what 
I have before asserted, that notwithstanding the 
general character of John Field, and the sentiments 
entertained respecting him by his fellow citizens, 
he still retained influence enough with the overseers 
to bring the accusation forward to the meeting, 

John Evans finding that the business was to be 
brought forward, wrote and signed, jointly with his 
wife, their resignation of membership, which he 
handed to the clerk of the monthly meetings the day 
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previous to the sitting of the preparative. To this 
step he was induced by his ill state of health, not 
being able to contend with the overseers, who had, 
by their conduct, taken a decided part against him in 
the business. 

At that time, and during the whole transaction 
subsequently, he laboured under great infirmity of 
body, which was, in a great measure, occasioned by 
the sufferings he experienced as an individual un- 
justly treated by the overseers, for endeavouring 
conscientiously to discharge his duty, as a trustee to 
a very large interest. And indeed the discipline of 
the society, upon the subject of assignees and trus- 
tees, specially required die very exertions which he 
inade to a faithful discharge of the trust he held. In 
thus bringing forward the business, the overseers 
did in consequence violate an express article of their 
discipline. See Book of Discipline, article Tradcy 
page 131. " Advised, that when friends accept 
the office of trustee or assignee, they be active in 
collecting the effects of the estate, and punctual 
and speedy in making distribution.'' 

No one will pretend to aver that the conduct of the 
accused was not strictly consonant with this article, 
though inafaithful compliance therewith he had to con- 
tend not only with John Field, but with the overseers 
of the meeting, those very men who ought to have 
seconded his endeavours, and to have rendered com- 
plete justice to the parties, by enforcing the obser- 
vance of that law which tliey themselves had fla- 
grantly violated. The following extract from the 
Book of Dicipline will further illustrate this subject: 
Article LaWy page 41. ''If any of our members 
appear unable to satisfy their creditors, they should ' 
be advised to call them together without loss of time, 
and submit the state of their affairs to their inspec- 
tion, when if the creditors apprehend a surrender of 
the debtor's effects to assignees, for the benefit of 
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the whole, to be necessary, let him or her be ear- 
nestly entreated to consent, and if they refuse so to 
do, the monthly meeting should be informed 
thereof; when, if the party still persists in refusing, 
he or she should b^ disowned, without too long 
delay." 

The discipline recited above, clearly and indu- 
bitably involves the case of John Field's refusing to 
deliver the effects of his estate absolutely assigned, 
and for noncompliance in this respect with the uni- 
ted requisition of his trustees. The overseers were 
not ignorant of these circumstances, because com- 
plaints had been made to them of his misconduct in 
this particular. But even admitting that no special 
complaint had been entered against him, the fact was 
notoriously known to them, which superseded the 
necessity of such complaint. Yet we find they did 
not enter into the merits of the subject asit regarded 
him. On the contrary, they seem to have been led 
with a wonderful facility in accommodating the dis- 
cipline to particular cases. Nay, they at all times 
forbore to discuss any subject that would lead to a 
development of his* conduct, contenting them- 
selves with an avowal of the necessity of accommo- 
dation, without removing the obstacles, to produce 
that effect ! Where then was that impartiality, which 
ajs judges they should have exercised between the 
accuser and the accused? How could they so 
accommodate their sagacity as in some particular 
cases to overlook entirely, and in others to scruti- 
nize with the nicest exactness ? 

Led by causes, other than those alleged as the 
ground of complaint, and evidently with a view to 
enforce the appointment of John Field to the agency 
of the trust estates, the overseers brought the sub- 

* At tills time John Fiel4 had detained the papers, and 
of course the property, from bis assignees and creditors 
nearly five years% 

F 
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jcct before the preparative meeting by a minute in 
the following form : 

"A DIFFERENCE Subsisting between John 
Evans and another member of this meeting, John 
declines to see the party either by himself^ or in 
company with the overseers, for its accommodation^ 
The. following friends are requested to visit him, 
and report to next meeting,, viz-^ William Wilson, 
Abraham Ledden, and John Folwell;'^ 

The above minute involves two points of mate- 
rial importance, in relation to the facte existing at 
the time betwieen the parties. Firsts the diiference 
subsbting between John Evans and another mem- 
ber y and . secondly^ ' ithe refusal of the one, or, to 
3peak in the larigiiagC'of the ininute, the one party 
** declining" to see the other, 8cc. 

; What that flS^Srewtf^ was, neither the overseers 
nor the committee ever informed : Indeed they knew 
of none, but that dJflference of charactev MvYiicYv desig- 
naited the honest many and distinguished him from a 
contrary one. To reconcile ai dMerence of this 
kind, would consequentily be an immoral act r — I 
am led to these remarksr, because I know of no other 
difference. And with respect to the second point in 
the minute, we may observe its incorrectness y to say 
no worse, from the declarations of John Evans to 
the overseers, when he expressly avowed, that if 
John Field would deliver the papers in his possession, 
belonging to the trust, to him, he had no objection 
to see him; and that no difference subsisted be- 
tween them, other than those - derived from the 
fanst. To say, therefore, unreservedly, that John 
Evans declined seeing that member, is a palpable 
falsehood. So far,, however, front removing the 
difference by compelling John Field to comply with 
the discipline in article " Law,'^ page 41. So far 
from doing justice in the first instance, by obtaining 
the delivery of the papers demanded by the trustees. 
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whieh was certainly the easiest,, the most honcmrable, 
and just way of terminating that difference, the over- 
seers arbitrarily brought the case before the meeting, 
contrary to discipline and common practice : arraigned 
J. Evans, oneof thetrustees^attheinstanceandaHeged 
accusation of John Fields to answer to secret charges, 
and, by the minute, an anonymous. accuser ! In 
wliat country, under what government, maintainuig 
any pretensions to civil and rdigious -liberty, will we 
find proceedings so truly .oligarchical, and so calcu- 
lated for an^inquisitorial tribunal ? 

Ov the next day a%r the appointment of the 
preparative meeting .committee, the monthly meet- 
ing was held. In tbie jpoming previous to the sit- 
ting of the meeting, John Evaus drew up>a statement 
of the business between himself and Idbn Field; 
also several charges against the overseers fcr * mal- 
treatment of him, with reasons for the relinquish- 
ment of his right of membership in the society; 
which, together with the testimony respecting Caleb 
Carmalt, was handed. in to jthe monthly meeting. 
The clerk also produced the resignation of !• Evans 
and wife, which was giv^n him at J. Evans's house. 
Those papers were not read in the meeting, but a 
committee was appointed to examine the papers, and 
report their sense thereon. The committee, aft^r 
perusing them, requested an addition to their num- 
ber, which was granted, and this committee, then 
consisting of nine persons, held those papers to the 
next monthly meeting. 

'* 7b the monthly meeting of the religious society of 
the people called Quakers^ in Philadelphia. 

'' 8 mo. 27th, 1806. — TJHLE subscribers consider 
themselves no way responsible to the society, and 
no longer as members thereof; and this to be recor- 
ded as their relinquishment. 

(Signed) JOHN EVANS. 

BARBARA EVANS;*^ 
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" Philadelphia, 8 mo. 29th. 1806. 

^^ £ST££M£D FRIXNO, 

" I TRUST thou wilt do me the justice to hand 
tUs to the monthly meeting with the communication 
t handed thee yesterday, as the cause of my adopt- ; 
ing that plan ; as I am infoiyned that the overseers of 
the meeting brought forward a complaint to the pre- 
parative meeting, yesterday, thus: ^John Evans hav- 
ing had « difio^ce with another member of this 
meeting, be declines seeing him, by himself, or in 
company of the overseers, for ks accommodation*^ " 
■ • ■ ' • •, « • " ■ ' 

Th X injustice jof which mil appear by thefoUo^ 
lag certificate : 

" CALEB CARMALT called this day on John 
Evans, by direction, as he said, of the overseers of 
t^ meeting, and informed John Evans, that his case 
with John Field was to come before the next prepa- 
rative meeting. John Evans then demanded of Ca- 
leb Carmalt, as an overseer, the charges against him 
ki writing ; the person who is the accuser ; and the 
discipline of the society; to- know where he has 
transgressed. 

Hb also requested an opportunity of a conference 
with the overseers, in th^ presence of l3octor Grif- 
fitts, Thomas Harrison^ Thomas .Parker, David 
Bacon, and a few other judicious men, before his 
case came before the meeting ; but Caleb Carmalt 
gave him no satis&ction^ or any assurance, that his 
request would be granted,* but insistedpn its going 
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forward. We certify this to be a true statement of 
facts, as we were present the whole time, being calU 
ed in by John Evans as witnesses. 

(Signed) JOHN E. REDMAN. 

NATHANIEL HOLLAND. 
Philadelphia^ July 22, 1806." 

*^ THIS being the case, and the business alluded 
to having been before the overseers, at the request 
of John Field near two years ago, and finally settled 
by them, and the writing objected to returned to me, 
without any observations made by them, on the oc- 
casion. They now bring if forward to the •prepara- 
tive meeting, and not giving me an opportunity as 
requested, I consider it by them a de&mation of my 
character; religious persecution; and a tendency in a 
civil point of view <rf obstructing my actuig as an 
assignee in the line of my duty under the trust, jFor 
the benefit of his alnsady long injured creditors. 
And the ultimate wish, and the go veriifaig principle 
of my conduct was, equal justice to all, and an 
approving conscience. 

Thy friehd, 
(Signed) JOHN EVANS. ^ 

" P. S. My great indisposition of a gouty colrt^ 
plaint in my stomach, has been much increased by 
the conduct of John Field. And the overseers' Ui>- 
warantable conduct has been one great cause of my 
adopting the plan of resigning my right of member- 
ship, as my weak state of hedth couldnot bear the 
exercise that a contuiuance thereof would occasion. 
(Signed) J. E. 

JOHNBIDDLE, . 

Clerk of the monthly meeting. 

^^ Pl£AS£ to hand this, as J consider it as the 
property pf the monthly meeting* ~ J. E;^^ 
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IN the mcjui time, Ateaham Leaden and John 
T'olwell, two of the committee from the prepariatiye 
meeting, called on John Evans and requested of him 
.a written staitement of the situation of the business^ 
:Such a request,, and made under such circumstan- 
ces, plainly implies their want of .instructions, or 
any fixed ^nd decided principle or chai^ on which 
to act in their appointment. They were however 
furnished, Jd^ John Evans, iwith the statement requi- 
red, as per following letter: ' .; , 

*" Philad. 9th mi. 2it/i, 180(1 ' 

'^ R£SP£CT£D FElEXJWi^ . ...;;... 

*' Abrdham Ledden^ 7 ' ^ . 

""' Jaftn-'FohVell, S * - 
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" AGREEABLY to request yestenday ,. J , liow 
give you informat^Qn, ia widtiogyrof . the circumsibaii*: 
ces atteivdtng of . John Field; tlie -overseers .of the 
monthly rmeetii^, of th^ retigiousjsociety of the peor 

?iie .called Quakens,^ in Philadelphia; and my^elf^ 
["he report they made to the preparative ^meeting m 
false, as / did agree to see John Field, on condition 
<lf his deliver^ig^ to. me the title papers relative to 
the deeds of trust, which in a joint letter to him 
from all the assignees, he was desired to dp, but 
which he hgip not complied with, though he Had the 
letter eight or ten , weeks .previous to the Qvqrseers' 
calling on me, and which. I informed the dVerseers 
of. I did then, and do now, consider their interfe- 
rence improper, as.Lknow of no cause of complaint; 
and, thoughrequested, they would notgiv^ a specifick 
one, or any opportunity of seeing thejm in company 
-vith those respectable friends mentioned in the 
■annexed certificatCy.and I consider their conduct a 
<lefamation of my character, and an infringement of 
my civil and religious rights, as one of the trustees 
to.the estates of John Field and John Field & Son/ 
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And it gives him encouragement to oppose the exe- 
cution of the trust, to his already much injurecJ 
creditors; and the treatment is cruel and unchris- 
tian* 

Am your friend, 
(Signed) JOHN EVANS, 

("Copt/ qf Certificate J 

" CALEB C ARMALT called this day on Johir 
Evans, by direction^ as he said, of the overseers of 
the meeting, and informed John Evans, that his case^ 
with John Field was to come before the next prepa- 
rative meeting. 

"JoHNErANs then demanded of Caleb Carmdt, 
as an overseer, the charges against him, in writing ; 
the person who is the accuser, and the discipline of 
the society, to know where he had transgressed. 

"He also requested an opportunity of a confe- 
rence with the overseers, in the presence of Doctor 
Griffitts, Thomas Harrison, Thomas Parker, Daviil 
Bacon, and a few other judicious men, before his 
case came before the meeting ; but Caleb Carmalt 
gave him no satisfaction, or any assurance that his 
request would be granted^ but insisted on its going* 
forward. 

" We certify this- to' be a true statement of facts^ 
as we were present the whole time," being called in 
by John Evans as witnesses. • 

(Signed) JOHN E. REDMAN, 

NATHL. HOLLAND, 

Philadelphia, July 2iy 1806.'* 

AT the next preparative meeting the committecr 
made no report on the subjefct of their appointment^^ 
William Wilson requesting to be released, and the 
Committee requesting further assistance, four others 
^vere added; viz. Jc^n James, Samuel P. Griffitts, 
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David Bacv. n, and John Elliott, and the committee 
were continued for another month. 

The committee appointed by the monthly meet- 
ing in consequence of tiie resignation of John Evans,- 
also had an interview with him upon the subject; 
and they with other of his friends prevailed on him 
to suspend the resignation, in consequence of the 
committee appointed by the preparative meeting, 
which they assured him, and which he expected 
would settle the business to his satis&ction. 

To this committee, be also reprie^nted the busU 
m^sS of John Field in a full and long statement,' 
dated 9th month, 1st, 1806, as follows : 

** To Samuel JPleasanUy Thomas JVi^eryRobert Smith 
and others y a committee of tetij on the case of John 
Evans and the overseers qfthe monthly meetu^of 
tfie religions society qfthe people called Quakers^ in 
jPhUqdelphiay 

:" JOHN EVANS 01" the city of philadei.- » 

PHIA, RESPECTFULLY REPmESNETS, 

*' THAT being prevented by the unjust con- 
duct of the overseers of said meeting, from stating of " 
facts to a number of respectable members of said 
society in company with them, a reference to what 1 
b^ve hand^ to the monthly meeting will appear. I 
have been under the necessity, by their conduct, im- 
derj as I conceive, the influence of John* Field, to a 
relinquishment, in company with my faithful wife, 
a native privUege, which, from an attachment to, 
and from the prejudice of education, is no small sa- 
crifice. And, though it is iK)t within the limits of 
these my intended cursdry remarks to ^ve you full 
statements of the facts: relating to this subject, yet 
to4o justice to my own character, and my civil rights, 
wjnch I hold in- high esi^mation, as well as to infomr 
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you, I shall hand a few remarks that have arisen, in 
order to give a general clue to the subject, which, 
with your knowledge of John Field's conduct and 
character, will enable you to form a better judgment 
of the subject under your consideration. 

" John Field and John Field & Son, upwards 
of seven years since, gave deeds of trust to John 
Evans, Philip Nicklin, Robert Smith, and Thomas 
Clifford, of several large and small tracts of land, for 
the general benefit of their creditors. About four 
years ago, the assignees had it in contemplation to 
act in their appointment, as is usual ; but from some 
cause, I expect from John Field, a difficulty was 
started, and it was thought necessary to consult an 
^attorney ; and I was requested to call on William 
Rawle, Esq., on the occasion. He gave an opinion 
to proceed directly ; and drafted an advertisement, 
for the sale of the lands. On John Field's having 
information thereof, he immediately opposed our 
proceedings, and by applying to an attorney at law, 
and by other means, he complexed and procrasti- 
nated the business, .when it lay without being act- 
ed on, for about one year; at which time it was 
intended to be acted on, and was again taken into 
consideration. The delicacy of this part of the busi- 
ness relating to my colleagues, as they are respect- 
able fellow citizens, is such, it cannot be gone into ; 
only suffice it to say, after a considerable time, they 
three created John Field agent in the business, with 
S2500 per annum, for three years, besides contingent 
expenses. I was not consulted on that •i^art of the 
business of salary until it was offered to me for my 
signature, which I refused from various principles : 

" First, 1 considered it beyond the powers of 
our appointment in the appropriation of such a large 
sum of money. Secondly, John Field's general con- ' 
duct and character; and contrary to the spirit and 
intentions of the creditors, Thirdlv, And he, John 

G 
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Field, informed me, he intended to sell the lands at 
public sale, and purchase them in foi himself, which 
still created further difficulty ; and as an honest man, 
I could not agree to such injustice. 

"These observations are made, in order to inform 
you in part where my difficulties first began with the 
overseers ; he then entered complaint to them on the 
occasion, and though it was not much entered on at 
that time by them, as I frankly told them I could 
not in conscience come into the measure* But late- 
ly by a conversation with one of the overseers, I find 
that my not joining in the agency was the principle 
complaint of John Field, though I considered it at 
that time as another subject, and handed the writing 
to them objected to, and conversed on the subject* 
They had it a long time in possession, and returned 
it to me widiout any objections; and I have always 
considered it since as finally settled. But when the 
assignees have endeavoured to act^ John Field has 
uniformly opposed them ; and latterly I have, as a 
citizen in the exercise of a civil right and in the dis- 
charge of my duty, become the, subject of complaint 
to the overseers, where I consider he has great influ- 
ence ; and instead of their strengthening my hands 
in the cause of truth and justice, and for the reputa- 
tion of the religious society, which John Field's con- 
duct has severely wounded, they have perplexed 
and distressed me beyond measure y and with John 
Field, they have been one great cause of injury to 
my health, which, at times have, by those violent gouty 
spasms at n,y breast, nearly cost me my life, and has 
increasingly added to break my constitution, which, 
after near forty years engagements in various services, 
as executor, administrator and assignee to estates, and 
treasurer to several institutions, thus to be treated 
by the overseers for endeavouring conscientiously 
to do my duty in a very large trust, on behalf of my 
fellow citizens, is cruel in itself, v/holly inadmissible 
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as it regards my civil rights ; and, at the same time 
they say, we respect and esteem thee. — The great 
and good Sir William Jones, lately deceased, said, 
" Words are the daughters of the wind ; but actions 
are the sons of the soul." 

" Having been denied a reasonable request of 
seeing the overseers in company with some respect- 
able friends, to know what was the charge against 
me, which I am at present ignorant of, tliough pub- 
lickly defamed as a defaulter, which is truly serious. 
I informed some of the overseers and the friends 
alluded to, in mine to the meeting. Doctor Griffitts 
and others, that I would see John Field if. he would 
deliver to me the title papers, &c. of the lands as- 
signed in trust, as it was the uniform order of all liis 
assignees to him and his duty long since to have 
done it. I did then, and do now think the over- 
seers had no right to claim a conference with me ; 
and the plan of those men, has a tendency, by secrecy, 
ambiguity, and cunning, to erect an inquisition not 
much inferior to the Spanish, as it matters not, 
whether a person is broke on a rack or on a feather 
bed, if the effect is such as to destroy his peace, and 
have an evident tendency to cost life ; and it is not 
only life it attacks, but may sap the foundation of 
civil government, under the specious pretext of reli- 
gion, and eventually end in civil and religious perse- 
cution. 

Wh e n the three assignees last spring saw the 
impropriety of John Field's agency, at my request, 
by my attorney, a plan was adopted to bring the 
business to a conclusion ; and which was acted on by 
advertising for the accounts of John Field and John 
Field & Son to be delivered to me, and a letter 
wrote him at joint request of us all, to deliver all the 
claims under the trust to me. Then again am I to 
become the subject to be hackneyed by the over- 
seers ; and he has succeeded so far with them, as to 
defame my character as a member of society and as 
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lic :v view, which indeed I consider not short of a libel 
against my character ; and that, as before mentioned, 
has been the cause of my adopting the plan of a re- 
signation of membership. John Field has again, I 
know not in what way, created some difficulty 
amongst some of the assignees, in the mode of con- 
ducting his business, which as before mentioned, 
was considered settled, and in part acted on. Dele- 
cacy prevents my going into this business ; but just 
remark, when he found an union in sentiment 
amongst the assignees, he, as is his uniform conduct, 
endeavoured to have them discharged. Witness 
his note now handed, directed to Thomas VVother- 
spoon, dated 4th mo. 8th, 1806. 

''I ALSO hand you, without much comment, 
John Field's letter to me, dated 6th mo. 11th, 1806, 
respecting a property I bought of him for S 3000, 
upwards of four years ago, it was conveyed to me 
and was in a court of chancery at the time I bought 
it ; but expected he had it in his possession. I have 
often applied to him for aid, when he has insulted 
me on the occasion, by saying, * thy interference is 
highly improper;' and he has not acted in it himself, 
since the sale of it to me ; and this is the first oflFcr 
of assistance, diough it has been in law now upwards 
of five years ; a considerable part of which time the 
overseers have known the circumstance, though I 
never did make a regular complaint, but mentioned 
to them of him expecting the notoriety of the act was 
complaint sufficient to carry its own evidence ; al- 
though as they say to the meeting and state ' John 
Evans having had a difference with another mem- 
ber of this meeting, he declines seeing him by him- 
self, or in company of the overseers for its accom- 
modation.' 

"It is, friends, truly trying to mc, at this advan- 
ced stc\ge of life, to make these observations, which 
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Justice to myself demand, and in which perhaps the 
cause of truth is eventually interested. 

Am your oppressed friend, 
and fellow citizen, 

JOHN EVANS- 

" P. S. Although this does not so imme- 
diately relate to your special appointment, yet it is 
connected with it, and is handed, in order that you, 
who are unacquainted with the circumstances, might 
have a knowledge of the origin of the business : and 
your aid, by suggesting any plan to close John 
Field's business amicably, with his creditors, would 
be very pleasing to me, as an assignee under the 
trust. And under much depression on the occasion, 
your aid and advice as citizens is by me earnestly 
requested. 

JOHN EVANS. 
Philad. 9th mo. 2\st^ 1806. 

To Samuel Pleasants and others^ 
a committee appointed by the 
monthly meetings in the case of 
John Evans and the overseers. ' \ 

" THE original, of which this is a true copy, was 
handed by me to Robert Smith, one of the com- 
mittee, for their perusal. 

JOHN E. REDMAN.'^ 

THE business had now come before the pre- 
parative and monthly meetings : and in both of these 
meetings, committees were appointed in the case of 
John Evans. In this narration they will unavoidably 
be blended, owing to this unprecedented circum- 
stance. I say, unprecedentedy because it is well 
known in that society, that all cases pending in the 
monthly meeting, are in the preparative, -entirely 
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concluded and brought to final issue. But, in this 
instance, John Evans is visited by committees ap- 
pointed by both meetings, before which, his case 
was also pending at one and the same time. 

On tiie 19th December, 1806, the committee 
appointed by the preparative meeting, viz. David 
Bacon. AbrsJiam Ledden, John James, Samuel P. 
Griffitts, John Folwell, and John Elliott, called cm 
John Evans. Considerable conversation was had on 
the subject of their visit, and a full investigation of 
the conduct of John Field to the trustees. Yet, still 
the committee insisted on John Evans seeing John 
Field, as a preliminary to any further steps in the 
business, which John Evans agreed to conditionally ; 
i. e. provided they would compel or prevail on John 
Field to deliver to him the documents relating to the 
deeds of trust, under which he was acting ; and lest 
verbal declarations might be forgot or misunder- 
stood : in order to obviate any difficulty of this kind^ 
he wrote the committee a letter, which was read to 
them while at his house; and they took it with 
them. — As follows : 

Philada. 12mo. 19. 1806. 
" JOHN EVANS being deeply depressed with 
the cruel and unchristian treatment he has received, 
from the overseers of the monthly meeting of the 
religious society of the people called Quakers, of Phi- 
ladelphia. Although he considers the persecution from 
them not often paralleled, it being a defamation and a 
libel on his character ; yet, he has no objection to 
seeing John Field in the presence of David Bacon, 
Abraham Ledden, John James, Samuel P. Grifiitts, 
John Folwell, and John Elliott ; although he consi- 
ders them as having no claim to the same, provided 
John Field will deliver to John Evans, all the papers 
relative to the deeds of trust, as per letter dated 18th 
April last, ordered by all his assignees under the 
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deeds of trust. And from a desire to give them an 
©pportunity, John Evans further agrees, to accom« 
modate, that if John Field will deliver all those 
papers alluded to, to either of his assignees, and they 
will certify that they have received the same as a 
bona fide deposit for the use of his creditors, he will 
still do further, meet him in company with those 
friends above mentioned. 
David BacoTiy is" others. 
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IN the above letter he expressly declares, that* 
he has no objection to sec John Field in presence 
of the committee, although he considers them as hav* 
ing no claim to the same ; provided John Field will 
deliver to John Evans all the papers relative to the 
deeds of trust, as per letter of the 18th of April last, 
he was ordered by all his assignees under the said 
deeds of trust." And lest John Field might object 
to deliver the papers to liim, notwithstanding he had 
a lawful and equitable claim to them; he fmther 
says : *' From a desire to give them (the committee) 
an opportunity, John Evans further agrees, to accom- 
modate, that if John Field will deliver all those pa- 
pers alluded to, to either of his assignees, and they 
will certify that they have received the same as a 
bona fide deposit for tlie use of his creditors, he wiU 
meet him in company with those friends above 
mentioned."^ 

* This committee having received information upon the 
very point, which they had so repeatedly urged, ought imme- 
diately to have waited on John Field, and prevailed upon him 
to com ply with the discipline by delivering up to his assignees the 
papers, which he had so long and unjustly detained from them. 
They would then have more obvious ground to complain) if 
John Evans refused to meet Field upon an equitable footing. 

Whether they called on John Field or not, is unknown. 
Field did not deliver the papers. And yet no complaint was 
made against him by the committee ; although their detention 
was a direct and flagrant breach of discipline. 
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Here then, we find an absolute declaration on 
the part of John Evans, ol* a willingness to accom- 
modate, as far as was consistent wiih the trust under 
which he acted ; and surely, if ever it was the inten- 
tion of the overseers or that committee to produce 
a reconciliation between John Evans and John Field, 
the present opportunity should have been embraced 
for that purpose. 

John Field had, however, found the objection 
of John Evans to seeing him, was in consequence cf 
the papers he withheld from the trustees; and in 
order, effectually to secure the operation of the com- 
plaint he made to the overseers, he secretly placed 
in the hands of Thomas Clifford (one of the 
trustees,) a part of the papers which were ordered to 
be delivered to John Evans; and by his letter of 
instructions to Thomas Clifford at the time, it ap- 
pears they were delivered in the month of July, 1806- 

On the 8th of November, 1806, John Evans 
received from John Field a copy ot the letter to 
Thomas Clifford, wherein, were particularized the 
papers so delivered ; and in which, John Field thus 
expressly declares : " Thou wilt recollect that my 
delivering the papers, is not to exclude me from 
having access to them, when I may conceive it to be 
necessary ; and on the special condition of thy not 
letting them, or any part of them, go out cf thy 
hands to any person, &c." 

The deposit thus made by John Field, was very 
far from being a compliance with the orders of the 
whole of the trustees, (in which Thomas Clifford is 
included) on the 18th April, 1806. Indeed, it was 
an express evasion of those orders with an intention 

No cognizance, \vhatever, wt-s taken of Field's conduct. 
On the contrary, they observed I'uc utmost secrtsy with res- 
pect to it ; though, as a commiitee acdrig as the represjtnta- 
tivcs of the meeting, they were bound to noiice, not only what 
John Evans would do; but what John Field would not do. 
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of involving John Evans in difficulty with the meet- 
ing, by representing on the part of Field a seeming 
compliance with his duty : of this, the following 
paragraph, extracted from same lettqf, will clearly 
show. 

" Lodging those papers, &c. in thy hands, is 
to moderate John Evans, and to remove his objections ; 
and not to be considered as giving up my care of the 
trust estates ; that must and will be contmued, until 
matters are settled or closed/' 

It would seem by the date of delivery per the 
above mentioned letter, that five months had elapsed 
without the fact being known; yet, only a few 
weeks previous to the receipt of the above copy by 
John Evans, he was informed by a person, that the 
papers were delivered to Thomas CliflFord. To 
him, he immediately sent to demand them, as he 
conceived was his duty ; but was informed by Tho- 
mas Clifford, that he was not at liberty to let them 
go out of his hands ; and on inquiring how long 
he had them in his possession, he informed, about 
two weeks ; which would bring it to about the mid- 
dle of October. The above copy of the letter from 
John Field to Thomas Clifford, must, therefore, have 
been antedated, to make it appear that the papers 
were delivered previous to John Evans's case being 
brought before the meeting. 

Of these circumstances and of the letter above 
mentioned, the committee from the preparative 
meeting were fully informed ; and a bona fide de- 
posit of the papers claimed, was insisted on by John 
Evans, as absolutely necessary for the faithful per- 
formance of the trusi::* and from this belief, arose 

* Every man of common sense must know, that landed 
property cannot be sold or transferred without the titles j and 
if no documents can be had, by wliich the trustees could per- 
form their functions, the assignments must remain a dead 
letter; because they are the mere instniments of authority, 

H 
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his opposition to the views of John Field. Not 
from any personal grievances which he had expe- 
rienced, as an individual creditor ; all personal con- 
siderations h% waved; but a conscientious discharge 
of the important trust he held, was his only induce- 
ment to the course he had pursued ; and as it re- 
gards John Field, he was willing not only to see and 
converse wth him, but also to serve him as he had 
heretofore done. 

Notwithstanding the information commu- 
nicated by John Evans to the committee; notwith- 
standing they saw the original ground of difference, 
of which John Field so loudly complained, because 
it tended to wrest from him the property of his cred- 
itors; a difference, which arose from, and was inti- 
mately connected with the trust business, and which 
was unquestionably beyond the jurisdiction of the 
meeting, as regards tlie assignee; the committee 
still required John Evans to see John Field at all 
events; which he would not agree to, except as is 
already mentioned, he would deliver up his papers 
for the use of his creditor&.r 

The day previous to the preparative meeting,. 
John Elliott, one of the committee, called on John 
Evans; at which time, and in the presence of a 
witness, he promised to communicate to the meeting 
the whole of the facts relating to the business as cir- 
cumstanced with John Evans. It will be seen in 
the sequel, whether this was complied with. 

On the 25th of December, 1806^ the prepara- 



by which alone no acts could be performed. To require, 
then, as doth the discipline, that assignees should be active in 
collecting the effects of (he estate, and punctual and speedy in 
making distribution, without first placing the essential sub- 
stance in their hands, by which that punctuality can have any 
effect, is requiring to an extent altogether impossible : and 
yet, if the language of the committee is correct, this must be 
the natural inference. 
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tive meeting ^vas held. See testimony of John 
E, Redman, as follows: 

*^ In the preparative meeting of the religions society 
of the people called Quakers^ in the citxfofPhiladeU 
phiuy held on fifth day^ the 2Sth December^ 1806. 

^' AFTER the clerk recited the case of John 
EvanSjDavid Bacon, one of the committee appointed 
to visit John Evans, rose and reported, that they had 
laboured with him in great love, but they were sorry 
to state they could not reconcile him to that mem- 
ber; that they must make their report final and leave 
it to the meeting. He then sat down, and the meet- 
ing was silent a considerable time — the subscriber 
rose and said, he hoped the committee would do 
John Evans the justice to state the grounds on which 
they founded their report. But to his great aston- 
ishment none of them answered a word. He then 
rose again and told them, if they would be kind 
enough to read that paper which John Evans had 
given them, when last at his house, he had no doubt 
but it would throw considerable light on the sub- 
ject. 

" Thomas Wistar said, he thought it very 
proper, if the committee had any information, that 
they would state it to the meeting; but none of 
them said any thing. The subscriber rose a third 
time and said, friends, the minute which the over- 
seers have made upon the case now before you, is 
incorrect ; the overseers never came to John Evans 
in their official capacity ; I was present at the inter* 
view, and I heard him ask them, whether they came 
as friends or as overseers ? They said as friends to 
the parties only. Now I will ask them, how could 
they as friends have access to John Evans, as such 
obtain his sentiments, and as overseers report it to 
this meeting? and informed the meeting that the 
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truth of what he had said, he was willing to confirm by- 
qualification. The minute then was called for, which 
the clerk said he had not brought with him, but a 
friend went for it, and when it was brought, the clerk 
read it ; the subscriber again rose and said, * Friends 
that minute needs no comment, if it is a complete 
fact it w- ill bear up itself; if not, I will leave it to the 
overseers themselves to judge.' Shortly after he 
again rose; stated its inconsistency, and urged the pro- 
priety of inserting the name of the complainant, as it 
would give friends generally an equal opportunity 
with the committee, of deciding upon this important 
case, by contrasting the characters of the two 
opponents. 

" James Pemberton rose and stated to the 
meeting, that he had known John Evans from a 
boy, and knew him to be a man of integrity, and 
that his character was unexceptionable ; that he be- 
lieved he was willing to do right, provided they had '■ 
proceeded in a proper manner ; and that John £vans y^ 
he knew thought very hard of their treatment of him ; 
and he thought the member's name, who had com- 
plained, ought to be known. Peter Andrews rose 
and observed at some length, but principally that 
in common, when we begin at the right end of any 
thing, we generally get forward pretty readily; but he 
thought things here did not look straight. 

** Thomas Savery, an overseer, said he was 
very sorry to see this place, (meaning the meeting- 
house) made a place of controversy, and that it ought 
not to be so. James Pemberton rose and said, in 
reply, that it xvas a place of controversy, and where 
facts ought to be known and investigated. 

*' Here several friends spoke upon the subject, 
rather favouring John Evans, by stating the impro- 
per situation in which this business appeared. 

" Thomas Wistar said, it seemed so mangled 
and inconsistent, it was not fit to go forw^ard. 
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" The subscriber again rose and addressed the 
meeting, hoping they would excuse the warmth with 
which he had spoken, as his friend and relation was 
interested, and he could not in conscience do other- 
wise than call on the committee to state some of the 
facts attending the business, which the meeting 
should know, otherwise they were not competent to 
decide. 

** Here Samuel Bettle rose and said he thought 
what had been required was improper, as it was cus- 
tomary to appoint committees upon all cases to in- 
vestigate matters and decide thereon, and report 
their decision to the meeting ; that in this case the 
committee had done all in their power; and he 
thought their decision ought to go forward. 

" Then the subscriber, in reply, said, he could 
not agree with his conclusions, nor with the premi- 
ses from which he deduced them ; for in the way he 
stated it, it would be deciding upon a decision ; that 
the facts attending ought to be known, otherwise it 
is deciding without facts, and concluding without 
premises. In order further to illustrate it, he stated 
a case situated precisely as this was, which after pre- 
mising, he concluded with first do justice to the par- 
ty accused, by placing them upon an equal footing in 
point of justice ; that he was confident when this was 
done, John Evans would see that person; that he had 
said so to him and repeatedly to the committee, pro- 
vided he would comply with certain requisitions of 
which the committee knew. But my friends, as I have 
said so much upon this subject, which may appear 
singular and perhaps subject me to a wrong exposi- 
tion, I shall say no more. He then sat down. 

*' John James then rose and said, he was sorrv 
the young man exposed himself so. 

" Immediately Joseph Townsend rose and 
said, he hoped he, the subscriber, would keep his 
seat. 
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"And John Thomas in reply said, he thought 
the friend, Townsend, had assumed what he had no 
right to, that the young man (meaning the subscri- 
ber) had as good a right to speak as any one of 
them ; and that had he, Townsend, kept his seat, it 
would he thought liave been as well. 

" After this debate, the committee were con- 
tinued to next meeting. 

" The foregoing I certify to be a true state- 
ment of facts, and nearly in the order which they 
occurred, to the best of my knowledge and recol- 
lection. 

JOHN E. REDMAN. 
Plulada. January 17, 1807.'' 

BY the foregoing it appears, the preparative meet- 
ing committee made report on the subject of their 
appointment. We would naturally suppose, that after 
the information they had so recently received, their' 
report would consist of the facts which had come to 
their knowledge ; or at least that the general merits of 
the case would have been submitted to the meeting. — 
But what do the committee say ? " That they labour- 
ed with John Evans in great love, but were sorry to 
state they could not reconcile him to that mem- 
ber, &c." No mention was made of John Field, 
nor a single fact relating to the controversy between 
him and John Evans was even whispered, but all 
was summed up in language that implied an abso- 
lute refusal, on the part of John Evans, to submit 
to a reconciliation. 

The committee were, however, disappointed 
in their intentions of passing a final sentence of 
obloquy on the accused. 

The manner in which their proceedings were 
controverted, had an astonishing effect on the nerves 
of the committee, who, as if struck dumb widi 
amazement, were contented to appear surprised at 
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information which arrested them on the very thresh? 
eld of duplicity. And though nothing could have 
been told them on that subject which they did not 
already know, yet under pretence of inquiring fur* 
ther into the charge made against the overseers, 
which, though communicated in the letter of the 
29th August to the monthly meeting, and also on 
the 24th September to the preparative meeting com- 
miittee, and verbally at other times, they now pre- 
tended it to be the first information; and for no 
other reason than because it assumed more impor- 
tance from publick notoriety. But so long as the 
subject remained in the arcana of their own bosoms, 
the committee overlooked the probability of a future 
discovery, that the official conduct of the overseers 
might not be questioned, however extensive the 
injury resulting from it. 

Among the other discussions of this meeting, 
wc observe the sentiments of that venerable friend 
James Pemberton,* in regard to the character of 

* This much respected and venerable friend, often called 
on John Evans, and contributed much to solace and comfort 
Kim during that dispensation, wherewith both body and mind 
had been much afilicted of latter times. And soon after the 
transactions in this meeting, he informed John Evans that 
Jolm Field had called and reprimanded him for what he had 
said in the meeting. 

He further informed, that three friends had been with his 
wife, endeavouring to prevail on her to prevent his attendance 
at future meetings, during the discussion of this business* 
Her undue influence she used ; and though he frequently 
called on John Evans, yet he did not attend meetings ; or if there, 
went out before the business came on. 

His unaffected sincerity of friendship led him frequently 
to animadvert on the subject then pending before the meeting ; 
and in one of the social conversations, which he frequently 
held with John Evans, he said that it appeared to him there 
was such a determination among the overseers, and a few 
others of the leaders of the meeting, that it would avail but 
little to oppose their plans. He also informed, that had this 
controversy arisen a few years before, when men of sounder 
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John Evans, whom he said he l^d known from a 
boy — that he knew him to be a inan of integrity, 
and that his character was unexceptionable ; — that 
he believed John Evans was willing to do right, if 
they had proceeded in a proper manner; — that 
John Evans thought hard of their treatment of hin> ; 
and he, thought the name of the member who had com- 
plained ought to be known. 

We also observe the sentiments of Peter An- 
drews,* on the occasion, who, from an unpreju- 
diced view of the complicated situation of the 
business, considered they had not proceeded in a 
regular manner. 

To all the objections which were urged s^gainst 
the proceedings of the committee and the ^overseers, 

judgment and more penetration directed the meeting, it 
>vould not have taken them half an hour to settle it. 

James Pemberton was the last of those woithies, who, 
though active members of, the Quaker society, served in the 
old school of civil government when Quakerism was rational 
and respectable* 

lie was for several years a member of the legislature, and 
associated with many of the active members of the Quaker 
society, who participated, in common with their countrymen, 
in the government of the then province of Pennsylvania. 

He often expressed his regret at the lamentable declen- 
sion of the Quaker society. And though in patience he pos- 
sesseci his soul, he sensibly felt the slights of the society for 
not uniting with them, in their late combinations of ecclesias- 
tical power. 

. * Peter Andrews, an honest-hearted man, and many 
years a minister in the religious society of Quakers, said a 
few words, by way of simile, applicable to the discussions of 
this meeting. He observed, iljat when we begin at the 
right end of a thing, we generally get forward pretty readily, 
but in this case, things did not look straight. 

He a few days afterwards called and informed John Evans 
that John Field had been with him, and reprimanded him for 
his observations in the meeting. He further said, that he did 
not call merely to inform of Field's treatment, but with a view 
.10 a social conference; and requested to be informed on the 
business, which was accordingly communicated to him. 
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reply was made by Thomas Savefy, one of the over- 
seers, in a manner truly gothick. He was sorry, he 
said, to see this place, meaning the meetinghouse, 
made a place of controversy, and that it ought not to 
be so. Attaching to the meeting a sacredness, which 
at all times the society have particularly avoided. 
That such an idea should be publickly expressed, 
even of a place for worship, was truly surprising ; 
but as a meeting for discipline, and the digestion and 
arrangement of the business of the society, is shock- 
ing ! and merited a more severe rebuke than it re- 
ceived, when James Pemberton replied, '* that it 
was a place for controversy, and where facts ought to 
be known J and investigated,'*'* 

On the evening of the first of January 1807, 
Samuel P. Griffitts, one of the committee, called on 
John Evans, at his house, and informed him that the 
committee and the overseers were to meet together, 
at the Fourth street meetinghouse, and they wished 
him to attend. 

John Evans informed him of his present ill state 
of health, and that a few nights since he had to call 
up his family, being violently attacked with severe 
spasms of his gouty complaint ; and that his weak 
state of body and ill health, he doubted, would not 
admit of his attendance. 

On the next day, the 2d of January 1807, he 
wrote the committee, addressed to Samuel P. Grif- 
fitts and others, wherein he recapitulates the above 
circumstances ; and adds, his having had a slight 
return of his complaint, since that time. He also men- 
tions the treatment he had received from the over- 
seers in being brought before the meeting as a 
transgressor, without any regular procedure ; that he 
was refused the Discipline- of the society, though 
requested; and that John Field, the accuser, was admit- 
ted into the meeting, to influence their proceedings^ 
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while hewasdenied by Uie Discipline* an equal right to 
appear on his own bohalf ! These with many otherrea- 
sons mentioned in that letter, joined to his ill state of 
health, determined him to wait the issue of the busi- 
ness, in the monthly meeting, before which the resig- 
nation was pending. 

r Copy J 

" Philad, 1st. mo. 2</, 1807. 

** Respected f^iewd, 

^' Samuel P. Griffitts, 

" THIS acknowledges thy calling on me at my 
house, last evening, as one of the committee of the 
preparative meeting of the religious society oi the 

* The Discipline on this subject expressly says : 

" Article " Discipline," page 35. '^ After a charge 
{igainst a member for disorderly conduct is entered on the 
minutes of a monthly meeting, he or she shsuld hot be per* 
hdtied to «it in any of our -meetings for Discipline^ till the 
case is ^ssuedi and the monthly meeting satisfied." 

It can scarcely be supposed, that under a civilized govern- 
ment, where the right of a fair and just trial is held the para* 
mount blessing of liberty, any law, civil or religious, could be 
insiituted to deprive the accused of the right to appear in his 
own defence : yet in the Quaker society, we find this very law 
operating in full force, and by virtue of which the accused 
Viras prevented from appearing : while on the contrary, his 
accuser was admitted, and combined with his judges, who 
were also the jury ; uniting in the same persons three sepa- 
rate and distinct characters, whose authority was not to be 
questioned, however unjust and tyrannical might be their pro- 
ceeding's. 

What would the great founder of Pennsylvania, William 
Penn, have said to such proceedings, if, though tried by a 
jury of his peers, at the Old Bailey, London, he should 
exclaim " I appeal to the jury, who are my judges, and this 
great assembly, whether the proceedings of the court are not 
most arbitrary, and void of all law, in offering to give the 
jury their charge in the absence of the prisoners. I say, it is 
directly opposite to, and destructive of, the undoubted right of 
every English prisoner; as Coke in the 2d Inst., 29, on the 
chapter of Magna Charta speaks." Vide Penn's Works, vol. 
1, p. 94. 



people called Quakers, in Philadelphia, and inform-* 
ing me,- the committee and the overseeris of that 
meeting were to be together at Fourth street meeting- 
house this day, and thou wished me to attend. 

" I THEN informed thee, and now repeat it, that I 
had nothing new to offer ; that I had a few nights 
since a return of them spasms at my stomach, which 
obliged me to call up all my family, and that my state 
of health w6uld not admit of it. After thou left mc 
last evening I had, though light, a return of the same 
complaint, and did not goto bed till near 12 o'clock, 
and then had but little sleep all night. 

" I AM thus particular in stating the circum- 
stances ; for though I consider the meeting with the 
overseers now, all out of time, yet that the business 
as you call it is before another tribunal, and only in 
that way Jlccording to your plans could it be settled* 
Was 1 in good heSth I would meet you in company 
with two or three of the creditors of John Fieid, 
although I consider the proceedings as a perfect 
inquisition, and only wants the power of the civil 
magistrate to execute its authority, and to wreatk its' 
vengeance on me. 

" In the first place, I have been wantonly brought 
before the meeting, by the overseers, as an aggressbr, 
without due form ; refused giving me the ispecific 
charge against mc, or my accuser ; and the. Book 6f 
Discipline kept from me, although I liave requested 
it. But lately by mere accident I saw the great lai^ 
book by which I am to be judged, and I think it in 
many parts objectionable ; in its conclusions without 
premises, and precludes an honest man from seeing 
his accusers and the judges, before whom he is to 
be tried, by which means, I am and others precluded 
common justice; and John Field, my accuser, admit- 
ted, and was near the head of the meeting ; and he and 
his friends the overseers, by their presence, detierring 
a free dissension of the business. 

*' Had the committee done their duty by ail open 
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and Just slatementof&cts, it would have been but just; 
but instead thereof a long detail was given by one of 
them, David Bacon, complimenting himself and 
the committee, at my expense ; stating their great 
love and affection ; and that I was laboured with ; but 
forgetting that justice was the first principlt4)f love, 
and that they should have attended to. It w»s their 
proper business to investigate facts and return them 
to the meeting simply, without fear, favour, or affec- 
tion to the parties; and let the body judge those 
facts. 

" The uncandid manner in which the committee 
treated me, was beneath the dignity of men. Abra- 
ham Ledden and John Folwell I admitted to see me 
on the occasion, and they requested from me in writ- 
ing, a statement of the business, which I gave them, 
and they unjusdy kept it from the meeting, to which 
I now refer you. An addition was made to the com- 
mittee by tiieir request, whom I also admitted in 
hopes of justice ; but to my surprise the last time I 
saw them, I only knew their design, the old story 
over again, " see John Field;" when I mentioned to 
them what was their duty, to do justice in the first 
place by a deposit of the papers to the assignees, and 
I would see him, but not otherwise. And when my 
young friend called on the committee for justice to the 
meeting, by stating facts in their possession, he was 
msiilted by Joseph Townsend ; also by John James 
shamefully treated, by saying he was sorry the young 
man exposed himself. I will inform John James 
what is the sense of his fellow citizens, of the same 
profession; that he is considered a vain forward 
man — and had the men that I once knew, governed 
the society, been living, to wit ; Israel Pemberton, 
John Pemberton, John Reynolds, Owen Jones, 
Anthony Benezet, Hugh Roberts, Dr. Moore, &c. 
the young man would not have had occasion to call on 
the committee ; and such strength would have been 
given me as an assignee to Fields' estates to act as an- 
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bonest nan, in the cause of truth and justioev to JtSt&t 
Field's creditors, as would have been consonant widv 
the principles we profess as Quakers. 

" Was I charged for treason against the state, it 
is the privilege of the English law that a man is to 
hear and see lus accusers, and where it does not exist, 
either in church or state, it is tyranny. I shall only refer 
to Discipline, article " Law," page 41, also article 
" Trade,"page 131, *Advised that when friends, &c.' 
as it refers to John Field's business, as it regards the 
overseers and committee in the case. 

" I H A v£ no doubt that was Robert Smitha mem-, 
bcr of meeting as I was, he would have been com- 
plained of, as John Field charged him repeatedly to 
me with injustice in receiving cash of him on a joinf 
concern for himself and as an agent, and passing it all 
to his 0¥m credit,* and it is not to me only that he 
has said this, but to several others, and to one person 
I believe, latterly. Robert Smith denies the charge, 
to whom I give credit; and his respectability as a 
citizen is acknowledged. This is intended to show 
John Field's character, or if innocent let him prove 
the facts. 

* The statement above, in relation to Robert Smith, was 
introduced for the purpose of showing the general character of 
John Field, not supposing the letter would be brought to pub* 
lick view ; but since the publication is rendered indispensible, 
it wilt be necessary to niake a few observations on that subject. 

Robert Smith, acting as an agent for a concern in Europe, 
and being a creditor to a considerable amount, in his own rig^t, 
received from John Field a transfer of sundry debts, in part 
payment. The collection of those debts being doubtful and 
hazardous, some of them payable in Kentucky and the southern 
states, he had therefore a right to use hi^ own judgment, in 
regard of his own claim ; but not as it related to a trust f^ 
another. And had he acted differently, he would have been 
responsible to his principal, for contingencies that might 
arise ; but as his claim in the agency was direct on John Field,. 
his conduct appears to me to be justifiable, as a man and a 
merchant ; and the assertions of John Field are unjustifiable 
a9d reprehensible* 
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" I NOW hand to the committee my tetter tDthe 
monthly meeting; a certificate from my wife and John 
E. Redman, respecting the business with the over- 
seers ; John E. Redman, respecting Thomas Savery ; 
and wish you to call on George Heberton. Abraham 
Ledden has mine to him and John Folwell, and you 
have the one last week handed you. There is mine 
to the committee of the monthly meeting, which you 
can procure, I suppose, of Robt. Smith, Second street. 
'* Having submitted all I intend on this trying 
occasion, as my health is much affected, and refer 
to my physician Samuel P. Griffitts, who ha* seen 
me in deep distress, in my spasms, which has bccii 
occasioned by John Field, and the countenance ahd 
encouragement of the overseers, and their condiict 
Remember, friends, my much esteemed friend Job 
Baconj and the cause that produced his illnesi and 
death. And I have seen my much esteemed friend 
Owen Biddle in my house, when he has related the?'* 
treatment of John Field, almost frantick or .insane," 
from his treatment. This being the case, yoti will' 
now, knowing my state of healA, and that I cann6t* 
bear up under your pressure, excuse me when 1 
inform you, I will neither see the overseers, nor the 
committed of the meeting again on this business ; 
and should I fall by those spasms, my blood is on the • 
overseers' heads. 

" It is my sincere desire that the society may 
arise out of their state of bondage to matter, and that 
they may have judges and counsellors as in my 
minority. 

Thy friend, 
(Signed) JOHN EVANS. 

7o Samuel P. Griffitts David'] 

BacoTij Abraham Ledden^ I 

John EUiott^ John Folwell^ ! 

and John James ^ a committee j 

from the preparative meet- I 
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"JOHN EVANS being unwell, a copy of the 
foregoing letter was delivered by me, to Dr. SiFiinuel 
P. Griffitts, then in coippany with the overseers and 
committee, at Fourth street meetinghouse, on th^ 
day of the date of the above. 

JOHN £• REPMAN."* 

Extracts from the Book of Discipline. 

ARTICI.E "Law,'* page 41, *< If any member is 
complained of for wkholding a just debt, he or she 
should be tenderly urged to payment ; and if this is 
unavailing, be dealt with as in other cases of disor- 
derly conduct. And if any of opr menibers appear 
unable to satisfy their creditors, they should be ad- 
vised to call them together without loss of time, and 
submit the state of their afl&irs to their inspection ; 
when if the creditors apprehend a surrender of the 
debtor's effects to assignees, for the benefit of the 
whole to be necessary, let him or her be earnestly 
intrcated to consent ; and if they refuse so to do, the 
monthly meeting should be infomied thereof; when 
if the party still persist in refusing, he or she should 
be disowned without too long delay." 

Article "Trade," page 131. " Advised, tliat 
when friends accept the office of trustee or assignee,' 
they be active in collecting the effects of the estate^ 
and punctual and speedy in making distribution," 

Article " Discipline,"page 35. "After a charge 
against a member for disorderly conduct is entered 

* Note — By the foregoing letter it appears, that John Evars 
€onsi4ered this meeting with the overseers and committee, was 
merely on the same ground, he not being informed otherwise, 
as was requested, in the origin of the business, to inform them 
on the trust, and which as citizens and Christian brethren, it 
was their duty to have done, but which they then refused, 
though upon this principle, as Samuel P. Griffitts informed 
John Evans, in the presence of his wife, that they had entirely 
duHniu^ed the complaint of John Field. 
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on the minutes of a monthly meeting, he or she 
should not be permitted to sii in any of our meet- 
ings for discipline, until the case is issued, and the 
monthly meeting satisfied." 

ON the 28th of January, 1807, John Evans 
addressed a note to Samuel P. Griifitts, requesting 
him, as one of the preparative meeting committee^ 
to inform the meeting, by a statement of the busi- 
ness, as it regarded him, the overseers, and John 
Field, that the meeting might judge of its merits, 

fCopyJ 

" JOHN EVANS'S respects to Samuel P. Grif- 
fitts, and requests him as one of the committee from 
the preparative meeting, to inform the same the 
whole state of my business, as it regards the over- 
seers, John Field, and myself, as it is a justice due 
me, as also the meeting, in order to judge of the 
merits of the case. If that is not done, I shall con- 
sider it as an association with the overseers, to defame 
me, and mal-administration in your conduct. I have 
requested the same by James Oldden, junr. to his 
grandfather David Bacon, and he says, he is but 
one. I now request it of thee, and all the cqqi-> 
mittee through thee. 

Am thy friend, 
Philad. \st mo. 21 thy 1807. 

'''P. S. I HAVE been much affected with my gouty 
spasms lately, and had to call my family up last 
week, and was bled at 3 o'clock in the morning. " I 
am mostly confined to the house. 

Samuel P. Griffitts.'' 



*' A COPY of the foregoing was delivered by me 
ifito the hands of Dr. Griffitts. 

JOHN E. REDMAN.'' 
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ON the next day after the above letter to Doctor 
Griffitts, being the 29th of January, 1807, another 
preparative meeting was held. See the following 
certificate : 

** On fifth day J the 29 th Jannary 1807, In the pre- 
parative meeting of the people called Quakers^ in 
Philadelphia. 

" THE case of John Evans having been recited 
by the clerk, the committee from' the preparative 
meeting rose, and David Bacon, one of the commit- 
tee reported, that they had appointed a meeting with 
the overseers, at which they requested John Evans 
to attend, but from indisposition he did not ; though 
he sent them his ideas in writing very fully on the 
occasion ; and this was all they had to say. 

" William Wilson rose and remarked, that 
the committee had rested the non-attendance of 
John Evans principally on his indisposition ; which 
he thought a sufficient plea, and rather supposed 
from that circumstance, that the committee still in^ 
tended to continue that case under care. In these 
remarks he was supported by a number of friends. 

" John J-ames said, though John Evans did 
not meet them, he had sent them a letter in which 
he had expressed his intentions ; and that he would 
not see them any more upon that subject. Here he 
recapitulated the great labour bestowed on John ; 
rather complimenting himself, by stating his willing- 
ness to do any thing for him, &c. 

" Doctor Griffitts, who is John Evans's 
physician, stated the indisposition of John Evans ; 
and that owing to it, he was really incapacitated to 
transact the common concerns of life ; that he had 
spent the last evening with him, and observed that 
common conversation affected him very considerably; 
that his situation was extremely trying ; that he felt 
for him very much, he could sav with sincerity. 

K 
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His case, he said, was a very uncommon one ; and 
from him he understood, that he would not see any 
person, from the meeting, on that business. It was 
not from any want of respect to friends, but entirely 
owing to his health.* 

* There were some material points operating in favour of 
John Evans, as plaintiff, in the late action ; the proof of which 
rested with Samuel P. Griffiits. 

He was called upon to show, first, that on the 2Sd of July 
1806, he with some others met at John Evans's bouse, by John 
Evans's request, where they were informed by him, of the 
intentions ofthe overseers, as related by Caleb Carmalt, to carry 
the complaint of John Field against him, to the next prepa* 
rative meetings 

That at John Evans's request, he and the others went to the 
overseers, and requested a conference with the overseers, in 
their company. 

That the overseers would not grant the conference with 
John Evans, as he requested ; but agreed to dismiss the com- 
plaint against him. 

That on the same day, Samuel P. Griffitts called on John 
Evans, and informed him of the agreement of the overseers ; 
and that he might make himself easy on the occasion, as the 
complaint of John Field was dismissed and finally settled. 

That from that time, until the evening previous to the 
next preparative meeting, iii August following, he had never 
been informed, directly nor indirectly, by the overseers, or any 
other person or persons, ofthe complaint of John Field against 
John Evans, being again resumed by them« 

That on the evening previous to the day of the preparative 
meeting in August, he was called upon by John Evans, and in- 
formed of the overseers having met in the afternoon of that 
day, and had agreed to take the complaint against him, on the 
next day, to the preparative meeting. 

That as the overseers had agreed with him and the others 
to dismiss the complaint, he did not believe the information to 
be correct ; and at John Evans's request he called, and inquired 
ofthe overseers, by whom he was informed, they intended to 
carry the complaint forward the next day. 

That he called on same evening at John Evans's house, 
and informed him, in the presence of his wife, of the circum- 
stance. 

Secondly That the indisposition of John Evans was as re- 
presented by him in several meetings ; and that he would 
have given the same in evidence in the court ; sho\ying that by 
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" Aftek the statement given hy Doctor Grif- 
•fitts, several friends hoped the business would lay for 
another month. 

" Elijah Waring said, he diought it would 
be very unbecoming to go forward- 

*' There appeared but one person divided on 
this sentiment ; and that person was Samuel Betde. 
He opposed its being deferred, on the grounds of 
the length of time which it had been before the 
meeting. He observed that deferring the case to 
another month, principally rested on the present 
indisposition of John Evans, He stated that this 
indisposition had been some time, and from that 
inferred there was but little probability of speedy 
recovery. He observed nothing could be gained by 
its being deferred, as ultimately it would be decided 
one way or other ; and he thought this as proper a 
time as any. 

"But this opinion was overruled, and the case 
was deferred another month. 

" We certify the foregoing to be a true state- 
ment of facts, and nearly in tlie order in which 
they occurred, to the best of our knowledge and 

severe illness tke plaintiff was ^< incapacitated to transact the 
common concerns of life, Sec. 

Thirdly. That the case of John Evans as plaintiff in the 
pendmg action, was introduced into the meeting for sufferings ; 
and that a committee was appointed to aid, advise, and assist 
the defendants, though no minute was made on the subject. 

That, in particular, having been several times informed by 
John Evans of the case being before the meeting for suffer- 
ings, and that Nicholas Wain had repeatedly acknowledged 
himself to be one of the committee, he would have been ena- 
bled, as a member of that body, to have stated the circum- 
stances. 

But as his memory in all those material points did not serve 
him to testify to the facts in a court of justice, the principal 
evidence in favour of the plaintiff was consequently lost, an(} 
the object of the prosecution, in great measure, defeated* 
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tecoUection, beipg present the whole time of the 

meeting. 

JOHN E. REDMAN, 
NATHL. HOLLAND. 

PhiM. January 31, 1807." 

HAVING laid before the reader the various 
movements of the overseers and committee, as 
regards the business in the preparative meeting, toge- 
ther with the sundry documcnt3 to substantiate the 
statement, I shall now leave the subject in that 
meeting, and proceed to exhibit the business as 
taken up in the monthly meeting, in consequence 
of the resignation of John Evans and wife, which 
about this time began to be revived, from a belief 
that nothing would be done by the monthly and pre- 
parative meeting comipittees. 

It will be necessary, in order to state this part 
of the business clearly, to revert to the first appoint- 
ment of the committee, by tlie monthly meeting. 

I HAVE already stated the object of their appoint- 
ment, it being on account of papers exhibited to that 
meeting from John Evans; one of which was his 
and wife's resignation of membership ; and the other 
the reasons for the resignation. 

I HAVE also mentioned, in a preceding page, 
that this committee had an interview with John 
Evans, at their request, in hopes of an accommoda- 
tion of the business in the preparative meeting. But 
as in the foregoing pages we may observe that this 
desirable end was not effected, the resignation, of 
course, resumed its former position, and was consi- 
dered the only means of security against the further 
encroachment of the overseers, or the preparative 
meeting committee. 

On the 1st of September, 1806, John Evans 
addressed to the committee of the monthly meeting 
a letter on the subject of the business in the prepa- 
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xative meeting, including the conduct of John Field 
to his assignees under the trust; the situation of the 
trust business; the complaint made against him by 
John Field; and the conduct of the overseers in 
regard thereof. 

This letter I have already introduced in page 
(40) but as it may not be amiss to introduce the sub- 
ject in this place, with respect to some particular 
sentiments and observations contained therein, I beg 
leave to refer the reader to a reexamination of its 
contents. 

In this letter, the grounds of John Field's com- 
plaint against John Evans are mentioned, as arising 
from his opposition of John Field's appointment, as 
agent under the trust. 

After mentioning the various modes adopted 
by John Field to obtain the agency of the trust, he 
thus expresses himself on that subject : " Those 
" observations are made in order to inform you, in 
" part, where my difficulties first began with the 
<* overseers. He then entered complaint to them 
" on the occasion, though it was not much acted on 
" at that time by them; as I frankly told them I could 
" not in conscience come into the measure. But lately 
** by a conversation with one of the overseers, I find 
" that my not joining in the agency was the principal 
" complaint of John Fields though I considered it at 
" that time, as another subject ; and handed to them 
the writing objected to, and conversed on the sub- 
ject. They had it a longtime in their possession, and 
*' returned it to me without any objections ; and I 
" have always considered it since as finally settled." 
From this paragraph we gather, that the com- 
plaint of John Field, although couched in the terms 
ofamere personal difference, under pretence of obtain- 
ing an interview, was with a view to a very different 
object. The interference of the overseers, under 
the existing circumstances of the case, was for the 
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Surpose of compelling through the terrors of the 
iscipline, and the consequent exposure that would 
follow, the accused member to give up a civil right; 
to sacrifice his opinion on matters of conscience, as 
well as of righV^ and should it fail of accomplishing 
its object by in terTorem^ then, to publickly expose 
■and maltreat his character, as a defaulter ! 

The exercise of mind, occasioned by the treat- 
ment thus received from John Field and the over- 
seers, joined to the infirmities of age, conduced 
much to increase a complaint to which John Evans 
had been for some time subject. And at this time, 
he was fi-equently attacked with gouty spasms at his 
stomach, with much violence ; insomuch, that at all 
hours of the night, his family have been obliged to 
get out of bed, and assist in procuring him relief. 
The manner in which he was attacked, was by great 
oppression at his breast ; and apparent suffocation ; 
the general remedy was bleeding. 

The perplexities of John Field's business, had 
for a considerable time before, much impaired his 
health, and somewhat predisposed him to a gouty 
complaint. 

The frequency of those attacks, so much re- 
duced his health, that he was unable to transact his 
usual business, as a dry good merchant, for several 
years. 

Thus when all eyes were closed in the peaceful 
serenity of undisturbed slumber ; when the oppres- 
sors enjoyed their natural rest, callous to the reflec- 
tions which their unrelenting cruelty had cast upon the 
head of innocence; at the solemn hour of midnight 
the poignancy of reflection still visited the pillow 
of the oppressed ; and converted the cliambcr of 
repose, into scenes of anxiety and pain ! what, 
though conscience does not upbraid, nor memory 
mar the retrospection of the past, yet the oppressors 
triumph beyond the reach of the law, and shield their 
actions under the mask of religion ! 
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T H ^ frailties of human nature, however supported 
by a clear conscience are nevertheless subject to 
impressions, which the vicissitudes of life are per- 
petually presenting ; and however laudable may be 
the abstraction of these infirmities, yet he must be 
more than man, indeed, who does not feel the arm 
of persecution, to interrupt his domestick peace and 
happiness. 

In consequence of the proceedings in the meet- 
ing, which John Evans conceived seriously affected 
his character, as an assignee to John Field's estate, 
and being desirous of having the aicj and advice of 
some of Field's creditors in the business of the trust, 
he convened several of them at his house on the 23d 
of December, 1806, and having the deeds of trust 
and sundry other papers relating to the business laid 
before them, which they perused, they approved of 
his conduct in resisting the appointment of John 
Field ; and directed him to proceed legally to obtain 
possession of the papers relating to the trust. See 
the following certificate : 

fCopy.J 

^^ At a meeting of the creditors of John Field and 
John Field is? Son^ at the house of John Evans j 07ie 
of the assignees^ being called by John Evans for 
aid and advice in business^ December 23d, 1806, 
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Present, 



" William Pointell, attorney for Bank of 

Pennsvlvania, 
Nathan Sellers, 

JfoHN BiDDLE, 

John Starr, attorney for his father, 
Richard C. Jones, for Ann Atmore. 

" AFTER hearing the deeds of assignment read, 
and several letters, this meeting fully approved of 
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the conduct of John Evans, in resisting the appoint- 
ment of John Field, as agent of the assignees; and 
recommended that John Evans should consuh coun- 
sel, and pursue legal measures, for retaining the 
title papers, now in the hands of Thomas Clifford; 
and also for obtaining all others from the said Jbhn 
Field. It was also the opinion of this meeting, that 
an agent should be appointed to view the lands 
assigned, and report their state and situation to the 
assignees; and that a sale should take place as soon 
as the assignees should think proper." 

rCopyJ 

'' PhUad. Dec. 31, 1806. 

" I WAS not present at the meeting of the credi- 
tors, whose proceedings are herein stated ; but hav- 
ing since examined the papers, and been informed 
of the circumstances, by Mr. Evans, I freely con- 
cur in the sentiments within expressed. 

(Signed) Wm. MEREDITH, 

Attorney in fact for T* Gould £s? Co." 

(Copy.) 

" I WAS not present at the meeting of the cre- 
ditors, whose proceedings are herein stated ; but 
having since examined the papers, and been informed 
of the circumstances by Mr, Evans, I freely concur 
in the sentiments therein expressed. 

(Signed) THOS. WOTHERSPOON, 
Agent for the estate of Wm. Christy^ deceasedJ*^ 

THE above mode recommended by the creditors 
of John Field, will be found exactly to correspond 
with the sentiments of John Evans on the subject: 
but above all, we find they approved of the measures 
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adopted by him for their benefit, as individuals inte- 
rested in the event, although objected to by the 
overseers of the Quaker society ; and by them con^ 
sidered as evidence sufficient to warrant their denun- 
ciation ! 

Wh e n we consider that some of those very 
creditors, so approving of the conduct of John Evans, 
are members of that society ; not strangers to their 
principals, nor unacqusunted with their discipline,* 
strange indeed it must appear, that uprightness of 
conduct, and a conscientious discharge of important 
duties, should be found in the opinion of th^ over- 
seers, adverse to the principles of that society, and 
derogatory to the moral regulations of their Dis-. 
cipline ! 

On the 15th January 1807, John Evans addresse4 
a letter to Samuel Pleasants and others, a committee 
of ten (say nine) from the monthly meeting, enclosing 
sundry documents relative to the business of the 
trust ; also respecting the overseers and the prepara- 
tive meeting committee. 

" Philada. \mo. ISth^ 1807. 

" Respected friends, 

** Samuel Pleasants ^ Thomas WistaVy Robert Smithy 
and others^ a committee of ten (say nine) from the 
monthly meeting of Philadelphia. 

" ALTHOUGH I feel a conscious dignity 
arising from my endeavours to do jusdy as an as- 
signee to the long injured creditors of John Field 
and John Field & Son, yet the peculiar trying cir- 
cumstances that I have to labour under with the 
overseers of the religious society of the people call- 

* John Biddle, one of the creditors, thus approving of John 
Evans's conduct, was clerk of the monthly meeting at the time. 
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ed Quakers, and some of tlie' cotnmittee from the 
preparative meeting, aided bj" John Field, is truly- 
affecting; especially as I have a goirty complaint 
which has been much increased by the cruel treat- 
ment I have lately received from those persons, aiad 
which I consider unprecedented, and as an unjusti- 
fiable attempt to compel me, as an assignee, to. 
Fields' estates to do violence to my cojiscience, in 
appointing John Field an agent in this business ; and 
\vhich I know, is contrary to the judgment of a 
number of his respectable creditors. And as some 
of the committee have seen my papers relative to 
Fields' estates, and endeavoured to bring the over- 
seers to a sense of their duty, and which was then 
expected, yet they were disappointed ; and, in the 
wanton abuse of their power (a power that I never 
delegated to them, and had no more act in than I 
have in the appointment of a member to the parlia- 
ment of Great Britain*) they brought me to publick 
view as a defaulter, forgetting their duty as over- 
seers, and common justice to me and to John Field's 
creditors. The overseers know that complaints 
have been made against him, and they have refused 
to attend to them.f 

* The strength of this sentiinent, as a general declaration 
of a fact, in which the whole of the society are immediately 
concerned, requires some elucidation, that the grounds of this 
opinion may be submitted to the reader, as well as the infe- 
rence. 

The appointment of the overseers is by a committee of a 
few ; and as the overseers and elders do themselves constitute 
a majority of active and influential members, they are always 
concerned in the appointment of the committee, and conse- 
quently in the reappointment of themselves; and in the same 
way, are the general appointments throughout the society I, 

Thus the general body of the society have no manner of 
participation in the appointments, and consequently may be 
said to contribute just as much, as in the representation to a 
British parliament I 

t Samuel R. and Miers Fisher, merchants of this city, had 
a claim on John Field to a considerable amount, as agents for 
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The occasion of my present application to you 
is simply this ; as it was at your particular request 
with some other friends whom I esteem, that i 
agreed to see the committee of the preparative meet- 
ing, expecting an accommodation would have been 
effected with me and the overseers ; as my beloved 
wife and myself considered ourselves detached from 
the Quaker society on the receipt of our resignation 
by the meeting, and although I think myself unjustly 
treated by that committee, as they were in full pos- 
session of all the facts, both as it related to the over- 
seers and John Field, as also my objections to see 
him, on account of his not delivering all the papers 
to his assignees ; and their withholding this infor- 
mation from the body that appointed them, is injus- 

a house in Europe. After waiting on, and confiding in his 
promises for a considerable time, in tbeir endeavours to re- 
cover the claim, the treatment they received from him was 
such, that they considered it proper to make xoanplaint against 
him to the overseers of the meeting, which they did ; but as 
the overseers would not recognize the complaint, Samuel R* 
Fisher informed John Field, that he would in a few days avail 
himself of a rule of the society, and -make complaint in his own 
person, in the monthly meeting* In consequence of this de* 
termination, John Field called on John Evans, and informed 
him of the circumstance, desiring him to wait on Samuel R. 
Fisher, on the occasion, and use his influence to prevail on 
him, net to make the complaint. John Evans went to Samuel 
R. Fisher, and had a long conversation on the subject; but 
he would not agree to relinquish his intentions ;. though as 
appeared afterwards, he did not make the complaint. It is 
presumed from circumstances, that they have since declined 
the agency, and that another person represents that .claim* 
The present overseers are the same men, to whom Samuel R* 
Fisher complained, and which, considered with their treatment 
to John Evans, is a conclusive evidence of John Field's influ- 
ence over them. 

It may be proper just to mention, that John Field often 
culled on John Evi^is, on occasions, for his interest and influ* 
ence in his behalf with individual creditors, which was gene- 
rally attended to ; conceiving that true friendship is not bound 
by interest, but alike due to adversity as to prosperity. 
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tice to the meetingi and especially so, as it regards 
xne as they know I am by the discipline not permitted 
to be present ; which is erecting a tribunal of tyran- 
ny, not known in America, except amongst this 
religious society. And when my young kinsman 
called on the committee to state facts that he knew 
was in their possession, he ,was insulted by John 
James and Joseph Townsend, although as a member, 
he had a just right to offer his sentiments. 

"I HAVE one consolation; I have done e very 
diing in my power that is just to expect, to prevent a 
transaction as it regards mine and my wife's birth* 
right in the society, which in its issue may effect the 
society* 

** I NOW hand the several papers as per annexed 
schedule, as it relates to the committee, the overseers, 
and myself; and appeal to your feelings on the occa- 
sion, requesting you jointly and severally, when my 
case is again before the preparative meeting, you 
will in common justice to me, give a plain state of 
facts, of which those documents will, as it regards 
the overseers, the committee, and myself, inform the 
meeting : the exercise of my mind is such, with a 
gouty spasm at my breast, that I cannot support under 
it ;and that we again desire our resignation may be ac- 
cepted ; and that for those vai'ious causes of which 
you are fully acquainted, we will not again see any 
committee from any of the meetings on the occasion. 

" Having briefly premised this unpleasant sub- 
ject, referring to the documents handed, permit me 
to observe, as I verbally hinted to Thomas Wistar, 
when at my house, as one of the committee from the 
monthly meeting, that I cannot but think some other 
cause, than the one of John Field, has occasioned the 
treatment I have received from the overseers. It 
may be to gratify some favourable object or person 
not known ; or for my former sentiments » which f 
:5Jiall briefly recapitulate. 
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"^^ FmsT. Soon after the federal government 
Xvas formed, to which I confess a great attachment, 
the yearly meeting made discipline that attached 
•excommunication to the party that was concerned in 
purchasing certificates. From a love to the society, 
and a fear that the yearly meeting had committed it, 
I acknowledged myself guilty of using my endea- 
vours to prevent its execution, and spoke to James 
Cresson, Mark Miller, and several other active 
friends, on the occasion, and by argument and facts 
made such observations as carried their evidence ; 
and there was but one case that I know of, in which 
the discipline was acted on ; and in that case I rose 
once, and only myself that dissented, and I spoke a 
few sentiments informing my dissent to the transac- 
tion. I considered that discipline highly reprehensi- 
ble ; and if it is not misprision of treason against 
the United States, it is very near that appellation.* 

"Secondly. The next charge against me to 
which I plead guilty, was, that I have opposed the 
building of the meetinghouse on the burying 
ground, and the selling the meetinghouse on High 
street. In the first place having an extract of Wil- 
liam Penn's donation of the burying ground, I was 
then, and am now, decidedly of opinion, that it once 
being occupied by the interment of the deceased as 
that ground was, and full, that gave a fee to the 
body interred and the friends of the deceased. That 

* From a sense of duly to himself, to his country, and to 
the religious society of Quukers, those remarks were made, 
Tememberin)^ also that important gospel injunction. 

1 Peter, chap. ii. verses 13, 14, 15, and 16. « Submit 
yourselves to every ordinance of man for the Lord's sake ; 
whether it be to the king as supreme, or unto governors, as unto 
ihem that are sent by him for the punishment of evil doers, 
ajnd for the praise of them that do well. For so is the will of 
God, that with well doing ye may put to silence the ignorance 
of foolish men : as tree, and not using your liberty for a cloak 
of maliciousness ; but as the servants of God." 
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the common law of the land and custom from the 
earliest ages justifies, and an attack on it was suicide 
against the common feelings of men» and the laws 
of nature ; and for a few to remove a meetinghouse 
from the very centre of its members which is ac- 
knowledged, that has been, and used for a century 
by many of our forefathers, is trying and unjust ; 
especially when the mode is contemplated in which 
it was effected ; and very considerably by strangers 
that had not a right to be heard on the subject. 
Witness the committee of twelve persons from the 
yearly meeting; also the meeting of suflPerings. 
Perhaps I was more hurt than some others, for 
before it was publickly known, my wife was at John 
Field's hotlse, and there were a number of men 
friends, none of whom she knew but John James, 
when the plan was opened, a meetinghouse on the 
burying ground, and Market street meetinghouse 
to be sold ; and the members from Chesnut street 
to the southward were to be sent down to Pine 
street : all this under the cloak of religion, justice, 
and truth. 

"Third charge. For not attending monthly 
meetings ; having already verbally given my senti- 
ments to some of this committee on the subject, just 
add, that I considered those proceedings much in the 
form without the power ; that business is done by a 
very few, a mere aristocracy, though apparently 
otherwise. It gave me great concern in this enlight- 
ened age and country, where all religious opinions 
,are tolerated, to hear so much said about what was 
called hireling ministry ; as I considered it had a 
tendency to lessen the respect to the Christian reli- 
gion, and weaken the evidence of the divine origin 
of the New Testament ; and as many of my fellow 
citizens believed it right to adopt another mode, if 
they left me mine, I had no right to attack theirs. 
I consider it highly improper and unjust ; aud were 
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tlie society to receive from others what they rnete 
out to them, I am confident more than myself would 
feel pain, and would act in a very different way to 
our Christian brethren who differ from us, than at 
present. And I trust the day is not far off, when it 
will be accomplished. '^ 

" Fourth objection. My not receiving Wil- 
liam Crotch in my family. I hand a letter then 
wrote to my friend John Elliott on this subject, in 
answer to his, to which I refer. 

" I HOPE as I have opened my mind to you as 
it relates to me on a painful subject, and I expect 
this will be the last on the occasion, although it may 
not be all in your province, you being only a com- 
mittee from the monthly meeting ; but as my char- 
acter, both civilly and religiously, is interested, I trust 
the freedom of my communication will be kindly 
accepted, and you will now be informed of the spring 
of action in this business. 

Am your friend, 
(Signed) JOHN EVANS. 

** List of papers handed. 

" 1. Copij to John Biddle^ Bth mo. 27 and 29 

2. Copy to Samuel Pleasants and others^ a committee 

of ten 
S. Copy to Abraham Ledden and John Folwell 

4. Copy to David Bacon and others v 

5. Testimony of Barbara Evans and J. E. Redman 

6. Copy to Samuel P. Griffitts and others 
7- Copy to John Field, 11 mo. 14, 1806 

8. Copy to John Elliott, 3 mo. 20, 1805 

"The above papers, when the committee have 
perused them, Joseph Crukshanks will please return 
them to me, 

JOHN EVANS.'^ 
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(Copif of a letter to John Elliott.) 

" I RECEIVED thine of yesterday afternoon^ 
and have no doubt of tliy sincere friendship, and I 
think I can use to thee, in reality, the appellation 
of " Dear Friend," and, in the general give thee 
the right hand of fellowship. Though it is a point 
with me, both in writing and in conversation, to 
avoid entering into altercations on religious subjects^ 
yet thy request of receiving from me, and the obliga- 
tions of friendship, as well as justice due my own 
sentiments, induce me to make a few observations^ 
which I hope, if differing in sentiment from thine,, 
they may be received in that ** Christian Charity, that 
thinketh no evil, that is kind, endureth all things, not 
striving for the victory . " 

" William Penn's observation, as it regards 
moral and religious subjects, in the first place, i& 
necessary to be attended to, as the foundation stone; 
when he urges the necessit)' of having right opinions: 
and just apprehensions of God; that I believe, 
agreeably to Scripture testimony, no other founda- 
tion can any man lay than that which is already laid, 
^* Christ within the hope of glory :" and which thou 
and I have very often heard communicated to us in 
younger years, by experienced ministers among us; 
of whom it might be, in a good degree, said, they 
were " determined to know nothing amongst us but 
Jesus Christ, and him crucified:" his grace they 
preached as essential to salvation. 

^' I AM in sentiment with thee, in the general, of 
a diversity of gifts in the church and among men ; 
but if facts speak, without limiting Omnipotence, 
the same powers are not in the present day^ as were 
in the origin of the Christian Church ; for then was 
the gift of healing, and working of miracles; and 
were accompanied with the " discernment" of spirits, 
&c. &c. Were the same powers of healing, See. now 
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tb accompany, with the same circumspection of life 
and conduct, it' would carry its own evidence, as to 
* discernment ;^ but, as the power of working mira- 
cles, and healing, on the persons of men, as was 
specially given the apostles^ do not continue^ an 
attempt to support it in its full latitude, as in the 
apostles' time, appears to me dangerous to the indivi- 
dual who attempts it^ by producing religious vanity ^doid 
may be seriously affecting to the society with whom 
it is accepted ; as recent circumstances of unsound- 
ness in the ministers of this society have sorrowfully 
demonstrated ! In ancient times, the apostle Paul 
wrote to the church at Gralatia, where he says, ^ O 
foolish Galatians! who has bewitched you, who 
have begun in the Spirit, and think to be made per- 
feet through the flesh P Indeed, the general tenor of 
the wriiiiigs in the New Testament, teach an inward 
religion, by the power of truth on the soul ; and is 
opposed to the yoke of forms of a heated imagina- 
tion, that was very early attempted in the Christian 
Church. 

" These are not intended as personal strictures 
on the friend William Crotch; but as general observa- 
tions, in reply to thine. As I have been confined to 
the house many months, and heard him but once 
before I was sick, I know but litde of him, though 
I have been informed of his publick appearances; 
and from that, I should take him to be an innocent, 
well-meaning simple friend, and not much of vanity 
in his appearances. Perhaps it might be of use to 
him to be acquainted with the 14th chapter of tlie 
Acts, where he would observe the great temptations 
of Barnabas and Paul to vanity, bj' the priest of 
Jupiter, for a miracle Paul had wrought on a cripple. 

*' As thou mayest expect to be informed my spe- 
cial objections to receive him in my family; — in the 
first place, we have abundance of religious publick 
meetings; and I think it best not to be hasty in lay- 

M 
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ing on of hands on ministers to services; and sec- j 
ondly, those visits of families have become, I - 
think, too common, and are gone into by both 
young and okl. Though I do not say with the 
Apostle Paul, ' that I do not suffer a woman to 
preach;' remembering that angelick minister Sarah 
Morris, whose great natural abilities were sanctified 
by the power of truth, to the comfort and edifica- 
tion of the church; yet what has occurred in £ng^ 
land and Ireland lately, and the publications* it has 
occasioned, both in London, Liverpool, and Ireland, 
should be a watchword^ not only to guard against 
well-meaning men, as well as women, that may 
come amongst us from Europe, but even amongst 
ourselves. 

" The manner in which this visit is undertaken 
by William Crotch, is exceptionable to me, and not 
agreeable to ancient good order ; not being accom- 
panied by solid, sensible elders; is a bad prece- 
dent ; and opens a way for forward spirits, to im^ 

* The publications alluded to in the above, are 

" Three fiamfihlets entitled An Aiiiieal to the society of FriencUt^ in 
the case of Hannah Barnard. Pub. Lon. 1801 

" A JVarratrve of the proceedings in America^ of the society called 
Quakers, in the case of Hannah Barnard. Pub. Lend. 1804. 

« Some tracts relating to the controversy between JUannah Bar* 
nardand the society of Friends^ 1802. 

" A''arratrve of proceedings of the Quakers in Ireland, by John 
Hancock, late an eminent preacher in the society, containing 
the proceedings in Ids case, with his resignation of membership. 

" A JS/arrative of events which harue lately taken place in Ireland^ 
among the society called Quakers, London, 8vo. 1804* 

« A Memoir of proceedings of the society of Quakers, in the 
case of the author of A Marrative of Events which have lately 
taken place in Ireland — together with the disownment of the 
author* By William Rathbone* Liverpool, 1805. 

<< The Recorder, being a collection of tracts and disguisiiions, 
chief y relative to the modeim state and principles qf the people 
called Quakers. 2 vols. 8vo. By William Mathews, late c 
wimster in the society, Bath, 1802.'* 
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pose their company on the members of a society ; 
' and the manner in which he appears in the families, 
is not approved of by me, his taking one by one, 
and the high tone in which his visits and communi- 
cations are rated, is not consistent with my judg- 
ment, and may have a tendency to raist the mortal 
above measure^ and assume the powers, which 
Omnipotence only can raise in the soul, and perfect 
through that grace and principle, which is alone 
able to salvation ! I have another objection ; such 
as the present truly sorrowful state of society, and 
the effects attending; and to use the c^d adage, 
* Like priest like people;' and other reasons, 
which I think not necessary to mention, being so 
goaded by priests and leaders amongst us, which 
perhaps, may excite m ray mind if they were men- 
tioned, strictures that would not be pleasant to me 
to make, or thee to read. I am sensible of the 
silent contempt I have witnessed, and that my not 
joining in the general cry, * great is Diana of the 
Ephesians^^ will much increase it. However, be 
that it may, I must leave the event, after having 
complied with thy request of an answer: and, as 
thou hast been formerly under a degree of persecu- 
tion, as / now am for my sentiments, hope thy sym- 
pathy ; and be assured, if we differ in sentiment in 
immaterial things^ let us labour after * Charity j^ 
which is the head of the Christian virtues. 

Thy real friend, 

JOHN EVANSu 
Fourth day mornings 3mo. 20thy 1805. 
JOHN ELLIOTT.'^ 

" P. S. I HOPE thou wilt not consider me oppo- 
sed to friends generally from Europe. I wish they 
would move only in the proper line of their ministry, 
and friends would respect them as men, and not 
almost raise them above that level to their injury. 
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I have not forgot my dear friends John Wigham, 
Mary Pryor,, and that honest-hearted innocent ftiend 
Jervis Johnston, and the truly honest gospel simpli- 
city of Joseph Cloud, lately amongst us." 

fCopyJ 

^' Memorandum on the death of PFilliam Crotch, an- 
nexed after the above letter was written. 

'' WILLIAM CROTCH, a Quaker preacher 
from England, on a religious visit to the United 
States of America, and who was the occasion of the 
foregoing remarks an observations, residing tlien at 
John Elliott's, and continued there some considerable 
time after the letter was written, finished his reli- 
gious visits generally to the families of the Quaker 
society in tiie city. 

" He afterwards proceeded on a religious visit 
(so called) to the Eastern states, where he remained 
some time, after which he returned to Philadelphia ; 
but for some cause not known to the writer, he did not 
on his return make his home at John Elliott' s, but re- 
sided at Alexander Wilson's, Walnut street, where he 
staid several weeks preparing for his embarkation for 
England. And on the 20th of the I2th months Dec, 
1806, the day he was to embark for London, early in 
the morning of the day, say 8 o'clock, he came down 
stairs, went into the necessary, fastened the door, 
and then and there cut his throat with a razor. His 
long stay in the house created uneasiness, and on 
breaking open the door they found him still alive, 
weltering in his blood ; but he could not articulate, 
and died in a few minutes after. He was interred 
the same day in the Quakers' burial ground, corner 
of Fourth and Arch streets, in this cirv. 

*' After his death, it was reported he had com- 
mitted some serious mfstake in his religious visit to 
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the Eastern states. Another report was, that he 
was in habits of drinking strong drink to excess. 
The writer not being in the secrets of the Quaker 
society, of course unable to form a judgment on 
those various reports, leaves him to the mercy of a 
merciful Creator ; with whom, the desire of the soul 
is an acceptable sacrifice. 

" Thus died William Crotch, a man who was 
almost deified, and who, but a few months before, 
was viewed as a prophet amongst the Quaker society. 

JOHN EVANS. 
Philada. Nov. iOt/i, 1808.'^ 

ON the day of the monthly meeting held the 30th 
January, 1807, John Evans wrote to John Biddle, 
clerk of the monthly meeting, desiring him to bring 
forward the papers lodged by that meeting in the 
hands of its committee, as per the following note. 

rCopt/J 
'' Philada. 1st mo. 30, 1807. 
" Respected friend, 
*^ John Biddle J 

" I HAVE wrote to the committee on my 
case, and informed them that I requested the papers 
addressed to thee, and committed to them, to be 
brought forward, and also informed them that I 
would not see any other person on tlie occasion, as 
my state of health would not admit of it, having fre- 
quent spasms at my breast of a gouty complaint, 
and tlie exercise of my mind much increased them. 

" Thou wilt, if necessary, please to call on the 
committee, as clerk of the montlily meeting. 

Am thy friend, 

JOHN EVANS. 
JOHN BIDDLE, 

Cletk of the monthly meeting of 
the religious society of the people called Qua/fers in 
Philada.'' 
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IN consequence of the letter from John Evans 
to the monthly meeting committee, they came to a 
determination, as appears by their report at the next 
monthly meeting, to settle the business iii the pre- 
parative meeting, by adopting the resignation, 

" In an adjourned monthly meeting of the religious 
society of the people called Quakers^ in Fhilmlel- 
phia, held on sixth day^ January 30, 1807. 

" THE clerk inquired whether the committee to 
Ivhom were referred -communications from Jolm 
Evans were prepared to report. 

" Those of the committee who Averc present, 
rose, and Samuel P, Griffitts, one of the committee, 
reported, that they had perused the papers atten- 
tively ; that one- of them, the committee thought/ 
was not proper to be read ; but as it regards the pa- 
per containing the relinquislament of membership, 
it was very short, and nothing improper in it ; they 
therefore submitted it to the meeting. 

** After silence for some time, an objection was 
raised by some person, as to the propriety of its be- 
ing read. And Joseph Townsend, whose forward- 
ness is at all times conspicuous, said, he hoped the 
paper would not be read, as it would establish a pre- 
cedent by which friends might hereafter involve 
themselves in difficulty. 

" Immediately Ellis Yaniall, w^ho is a very 
Lifluential character, said he objected to reading the 
resignation, from the precedent that would be esta- 
blished, as it would open a door for others, whose 
cases might be in the preparative meeting, to adopt 
the same mode, and frustrate the testimony of friends 
against oifendcrs, by evading the execution of the 
discipline. 

'• Thomas Parker said, he could apprehend 
Mothing to fear on the account of die precedent, as it 
was not the first time such things had been done. 
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*' Thomas Wistar said, it was his opinion 
that any member had the privilege of resignii% his 
right in any religious or civil society whatever ; that 
it was the particular desire of John Evans, that his 
resignation should be accepted, and he did not know 
they could do otherwise than accept it* 

" Jonathan Willis objected to its being ac- 
cepted ; because it was improper such a thing should 
appear upon the books, without some explanations* 

" Doctor Griffitts said, the committee 
were appointed to peruse those papers, and report tq 
the meeting whether it was proper they should be 
read ; that they had complied with the object of their 
appointment, and had stated there was nothing im- 
proper in that one paper of the resignation. That the 
question was, whether it should be read; and if friends 
would keep to that one point, he thought they would 
get through easier. 

"After some sentiments dropped by different 
persons, the resignation was read, and another silence 
ensued, which was interrupted by observations from 
some member, as to the propriety of its being 
recorded without some explanations stating the rea*' 
son for the resignation. There appeared to be 
a considerable number who coincided with tliat 
sentiment. 

" Doctor Griffitts then said, he had sp^nt 
-the last evening with John Evans and his wife ; that 
it was their united wish their resignation sliould be 
accepted, and that from John Evans's great indispo-' 
silion, he could not see any more committees on that 
business ; that he had a very friendly conversation 
with him, in which he expressed a sorrow that he 
had shown warmth in the business ; that it proceed- 
• cd, he believed, from no \vant of respect to the soci- 
ety, but from the great agitation of his mind on this 
truly trying subject. He stated that the resignation 
was not occasioned from any difference in principles 
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which he held ; but the cause uus simply this, tl>e 
minute made in the preparative meeting, stated a 
diflference between John Evans and another member^ 
and that he would not see that member ; that John 
Evans had repeatedly told him and the committee^ 
he was willing to see that member, provided he 
would comply with certain requisitions, with which 
he had not complied ; that this resignation was writ- 
ten in consequence of the overseers not seeing pro- 
per to take up that subject, and his state of health 
would not permit the exercise that would necessa- 
rily be occasioned by his continuing a member; that 
in justice to John Evans, he thought it right to 
state this much to friends, to show them it was not 
from any difference in their principles, but simply 
on account of John Evans's ill state of health ; and 
that it was really a very trying case to John Evans, as 
well as to the meeting. 

" After this the meeting appeared very solid 
and thoughtful, and from the sentiments that pre- 
vailed, it was supposed the resignation was accepted,. 
But Jonathan Willis was directly opposed to its be- 
ing recorded ; as he observed, it would look rather 
extraordinary on the books to record the resignation, 
and the committee who had it under care, Sec. and 
were appointed to receive the same, witii their re- 
port, without likewise noticing the case in the pre- 
Sarative meeting. He was followed by Ellis Yamall, 
lenjamin Kite, John James, Robert Smith, and some, 
others. 

** The above sentiments were after tlie clerk 
had made and read the minute of its being accepted, 
as it regards Jolm Evans; but as it regarded his wife, 
the resignation was directed to lay before the women's 
next monthly meeting. 

" Dr.Gripfitts rose and said; I will ask friends 
one question* Is it intended by deferring the resig- 
nation for further consideration, to wait till the case 
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is decided in the preparative meeting, and brought 
to the montlily meeting ? If so, he said he could not 
unite in it, as he had an undoubted right to relinquish 
the society, and he had ahvays intended that when 
the complaint against him was first made; and, he 
said, it was withheld at the request of some of his 
friends, who hoped the business might be accom- 
modated ; but that in this they had failed ; and for 
his part he wished the resignation might be record- 
ed, as nothing further could be done in the business:' 
And as for any precedent it might have, he feared, 
nothing on that account. 

" John James said, he wished a committee 
might be appointed, to consider the propriety of 
accepting the resignation. 

"He was supported by some of the overseers 
(Benjamin Kite, particularly) and some other friends. 
Caleb Pearce said somediing, but it was in such a 
feminine voice as not to be heard nor understooJL 

" Dr. Griffitts said, he was sorrv to hear so 
much said about it : the question was, whether it 
should be accepted or not. As for appointing com- 
mittees, he said, there was no necessity for that, as 
John Evans would not see any on the occasion; and 
he should -be sorry that the feelings of any friends 
should be hurt by a refusal, and he knew it would 
be very disagreeable to John Evans. 

" Benjamin Kite suggested the idea of its be- 
ing deferred for further consideration to next meet- 
ing, as it was a joint resignation, and the women 
should have the business befbi'e them, on account of 
Barbara Evans ; that so far as regarded John Evans, 
might be considered as accepted. He was supported 
by John James, David Bacon, Abraham Ledden, John 
Thomas, Thomas Parker, Thomus Harrison, Tho- 
mas Wister, Thomas Kite, Joseph Parish, Elijah 
Waring, and several others. 

. N 



"Samuel Bettle said, the resignation was 
Written and received, previous to Jolin Evans's case 
coming before the preparative meeting ; that it could 
not be considered as having been done, since the 
business was under the consideration of that meet- 
ing ; and he thought there were no obstacles to its 
being recorded, which he hoped might be done, as 
it was, he understood, the wish of lohn Evans and 
his wife, and he could not see any end would be 
answered in deferring it. 

" JoH w BiBDLE stated he had received, since the 
morning meeting, a note from John Evans, desiring 
that his case might be issued at this time, as, his 
great indisposition would not admit of seeing any 
more persons on the occasion. 

" The business was, however, deferred, agree- 
ably to the motion of Benjamin Kite. 

^' THE above is a true statement of facts, and 
nearly in die order in which they occurred, to the 
best of my knowledge and recollection, as I ^va& 
present the whole time that business was discussed. 

JOHN E. REDMAN. 

Philad.Jan. 31, 1807." 

ON a review of the transactions in this meeting, 
per the above testimony, we observe the report of 
the committee on the papers under their care. 

Th e paper containing John Evans's agreement 
to see John Field, on condition of his delivering the 
papers ; also a representation of the conduct of the 
overseers in their treatment to him ; this paper, 
which was essentially necessary, and which, had it 
been brought forward, woidd doubtless have given, 
to the meeting a very different view of the subject. 
I say, by its being suppressed, as well as every 
other communication (the mere resignation alone 
excepted) the meeting were kept in ignorance of the 
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circumstances attending the business. They knew 
not who was the accuser, or what was the accusa- 
tion ; and, consequently, were no more than passive 
instruments in the hands of the overseers and com- 
mittee, to carry on their secret designs. 

The committee, in this respect, must be consi- 
dered influenced by the overseers, whose errors they 
would not expose; but they rather permitted an 
individual to suffer, than to correct those, who were 
the authors of his. sufferings. 

On the evening of the 29th of January, 1807, 
John Field called a meeting of some of his creditors 
at John Thompson's, though not by publick adver- 
tisement. John Evans being unwell aild unable to 
attend, sent a representative with a letter addressed 
to the creditors, enclosing sundry papers therein 
enumerated. There were but nine persons present 
at this meeting. The letter sent by John Evans, 
together with the enclosures, were read at this meet- 
ing : John Field had a number of papers with him, 
some of which he read. The meeting adjourned 
without coming to any conclusion on the business;* 



* In the month of April 1 807, certain creditors of John Field, 
styling themselves a committee of the creditors, petitioned to 
the court of common pleas, for the county of Philadelphia, for 
the removal of the present assignees, and the appointment of 
commissioners to succeed them. 

A consultation being had on the business, and counsel 
learned in the law being consulted, it was agreed by the par- 
ties, that new assignees should be appointed, and the deeds of 
trust should be assigned over by the trustees. 

In pursuance of this plan John Field drew up the assign- 
ment, nominating such persons as he chose, though their 
names were not inserted, and setting forth, that the then trus- 
tees had disposed of property belonging to the estates. 

The numinatioti not being agreeable to the committee of 
creditors, and the assertion being untrue, as it respected the 
sale of the property by the assignees, they never having made 
sale of any part of the lands assigned to them, since they en- 
tered on the execution of the trusts ; the assignment pro- 
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The papers sent by John Evans are as follow : 

" JOHN EVANS as one of the assignees of 
John Field and John Field & Son, informs their 

duced by Field was not acceded to. And refer to the following 
letter from MoiCi J^evy and James Milnor, Esquires, to the 
committee on the subject. 

Philad. February 19, 1808. 
Gentlemen, 

On behalf of Mr. John Evans, one of the assignees to the 
estates of J. Field and J. Field & Son, we beg; leave explicitly to 
inform you, that he considers himself totally dischai^ged from 
the duty of actinp; as assignee to either of those estates. And 
he further informs us, that it is the united sentiment of all the 
late assignees, that they are discharged from that trust by vir- 
tue of your appointment, and indeed by your own agreement. 

We request that you will appoint persons To succeed 
them, and that you will attend to the mode of drawing the 
assignment, as the one offered by John Field, without the nom- 
ination of persons to act in their stead, was exceptionable and 
untrue, in declaring the assignees had disposed of property 
belonging to the estates, which was not the tase ; and they 
neither directly nor indirectly received one farthing, from 
either of the estates. 

It is hoped, that as a committee appointed by the cred- 
itors to take care of their interests, you will see that efficient 
measures are taken to dispose of the property to the best 
advantage, and not suffer it to lay in the hands, and entirely at 
the discreticnj of the debtors themselves. 

We are 

Your very humble servants, 
MOSES LEVY, 
JAxMES MILNOR. 
To Messrs, Heiiry Drinker^ BenjawirT] 
y?. Morgan^ Robert E. Griffith^ ^ 
William Meredith. J 

• 

I certify, that four exact copies of the within letter 
were delivered by me this day, the 20th of February, 1808, to 
the persons within named, three of whom I saw, via. William 
Meredith, Benjamin R. Morgan, and Henry Drinker. 

JOHN E. REDMAN. 
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creditors, that he is, and has been for some time, 
desirous of calling them generally together, as is 

John Field having thus defeated the intentions of the 
assignees and creditors, nothing further was done until the 
month of April, 1808, when the assignees advertised in the 
publick papers of the city, calling a meeting of the creditors 
of John Field and John Field & Son, claiming under the 
deeds of trust, to meet at the Merchants' Coffeehouse, on the 
27 Lh of same month. 

Accordingly, on the evening of that day a number of the 
creditors met at the place abovementioned; and there, after 
hearing a full statement from the assignees, it was unanimously 
agreed, to appoint Robert E. Griffith and William Meredith 
to succeed th*5 trustees. And the creditors there present. signed 
resolutions expressive of the same, which were, also signed by 
a large number of creditors afterwards. 

A few days after, John Field objected to the appointment 
of those gentlemen as assignees. Application was then made 
to several attornies for counsel, all of whom, except William 
Rawle, Esq. confirmed the propriety of the appointment. Th^ 
opinion of William Rawle suggesting doubts as to the propri- 
ety of the appointment, without the consent of John Field, 
and in order to obviate further difficulty, and bring the busi- 
ness into operation, it was agreed afterwards by the same cred- 
itors and many others, that the said Robert E. Griffith and 
William Meredith should be appointed agents under the pre- 
sent trustees. 

Thus, though nine-tenths of the creditors, in value, had 
agreed upon the measure, the opposition of John Field com- 
pletely defeated their intentions, and, as usual, frustrated all 
attempts towards the execution of the trusts. 

In consequence of their app>ointment to the agency^ the 
assignees of John tleld and John Field & Son, by letter^ dated 
26th July, 1808, directed John Field to deliver to Robert E. 
Griffith and William Meredith all papers and documents rela- 
ting to the deeds of trust, per following letter: 

(Co/nj.J 
John Field Philadeljihia^ July 26, 1808. 

and 
John Field ^ Sony 

The subscribers, trustees to the estates of John Field and 
John Field Sc Son, being again desirous of bringing the busi- 
ness of those two estates to a close ; and having by advertise* 
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usual, by publick notice in the newspapers ; but has 
been prevented by a gouty complaint of spasms at 

ment in the newspapers had a general meetinj^ of the creditors, 
claiming under the trust, at the Merchants' CofiTeehousci 
where the situation and circumstances relating to the same; 
were fully discussed ; it was by them agreed to appoint R. £• 
GriSith, merchant, and William Meredith, Esq., attorney at 
law, to transact the business of the said estates. And by the 
signatures of a number of creditors, subsequent tb said meeting, 
the trustees arc convinced of the propriety of appointing those 
two gentlemen to conduct the business. 

Those facts, joined to the peculiar claims of R« £. Grif- 
^th, who represents a great number of creditors to a very large 
amount, is a still further proof of the propriety of his appoint- 
4 ment* 

The trusteed having thus acted agreeably to the wishes of 
the creditors, in appointing the abovementioned gentlemen to 
be their agents in the business; and as it is their desire amica- 
bly to bring this business to a close as speedily as possible^ 
they request that you will on receipt of this, deliver to R. £. 
Griffith, merchant, and William Meredith, Esq. attorney a^ 
law, all papers and documents which now are, or may hereafter 
come into your hands, relating to the deeds of trust. 

We are respectfullv 
(Signed) JOHN EVANS, 

ROBERT SMITH, 
THOMAS CLIFFORb. 
JOHN FIELD, Philada. 

The assignees have frequently met the agents and confer- 
red with them upon the business of the trust ; and they inform, 
the various difficulties they have had to encounter for the want 
of documents ; John Field having delayed the delivery of 
some, and to this moment detains other essential documents from 
ikem. 

In the month of March, 1804, John Field took a commis- 
sion of bankruptcy (the property assigned to John Evans and 
others being only a part of his landed estate, the remainder of 
the real and personal estate coming under the bankruptcy) 
under which commission, John Baker, Esq. was appointed as- 
signee ; and it appears upon the records of the proceedings 
under the bankrupt act, that John Baker never accepted of the 
appointmentt nor executed a counterpart of the assignment ; 
of course he cannot act. Yet John Field under a power of 
/fc attorney from John Baker, as appears by publick advertise- 
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his stomach, which has confined him pretty much to 
the house, and has occasioned a debUity in the sys- 

mei>t six years ago, has the management of the estate under 
the bankruptcy, and has never called a meeting of his credi- 
tors, nor accounted to them for one farthing of the proceeds I 

This will suffice to show what would have been the mote 
than ' probable result, had the assignees under the trust given 
the property into his care. See the following certificate, cerw 
tified by the secretary of the commissioners of bankruptcy. 

There are two separate commissions. The one against 
John Field, of whom John Baker, Esq. was appointed assignee. 
lyir. Baker, however, never accepted the appointment, nor exe- 
cuted a counterpait of the assignment ; of course he cannot 
act. The date of his appointment, is March 1st, 1804. 

The other commission is against John Field, junr. Charles 
Holland was chosen assignee, 2d July, 1802, but has not ac-- 
cepted the trust nor executed a counterpart of the assignment ; 
of course no act of either of them can be legal or valid. If any 
estate remains, new assignees must be chosen to take care 
of it, unless the above named gentlemen choose to come for- 
ward for that purpose. 

Certified from the records. 

GEORGE CAMPBELL, junr. 

Secry. of Commissioners » 

Oct. ^2d, ISIO.^ 

From the peculiar circumstances of the case, and for the 
information of those unacquainted with the movements of the 
Quaker society, it may be proper in this place to mention the 
causes of John Field's influence with the overseers, and some 
of the society in Philadelphia. He was many years an active 
overseer of the monthly meeting .^-^mHe was for a considerable 
time clerk of the monthly mjeeting,^^He was also many years a 
member of the meeting for sufferings, ^^^He is at this time a mem^ 
ber of the fixiblick school corfioration in Philadelfihiaf called the 
Quaker School. — He continues to fnis DAr in religious 
FELLOfFSHiF iviTH'The sociEtr.^~He is related to many activt 
7nembers,'^Many of the firesent overseers are indebted to hi* 
influence for/iromotion ; and as they were accustomed to look t(f 
him for fiatronage^ it is evident that from the supfiort they gcrue 
his cause in the meetings he still retains his influence. He held 
many afifiointments in the Quaker society^ and was generally ac- 
guainted with the secret movements^ in transacting the affairs of 
that society ! ! 
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ing air as usual, and from acting in business gene- 
rally. • 

"He now hands snndr}' papers relating to the 
business, as per schedule annexed, and he has used 
every mode consistent with his best judgment, to 
bring the business into active operation, upon pure 
principles, viewing the joint interests of the creditors 
and debtors. But all his efforts have been unavail- 
ing, though he considers the business under the 
trust as plain as A, B, C, selling the property at 
private or publick sale according to the directions of 
the creditors. 

"It has been the opinion of the assignees, and 
agreed to, as leading principles, that a competent 
person should be appointed as agent, in whom they 
could confide, to examine the lands in order to 
make sale of them, but when they have entertained 
full expectations of speedy operations, they have 
been frustrated by John Field. 

" In order to facilitate the object, as a creditor and 
assignee under the trust, I wave tfre common cus- 
tom, and have no objection to the creditors nomina- 
ting a suitable person as an agent, to examine the 
lands and act under the direction of the assignees, 
as they only are responsible to the trust. But it is 
my decided opinipn, a proper representation of the 
creditors cannot be considered in any other way 
than an open and publick call on them in the news- 
papers. 

Am witli respect your friend. 
Phikda. January 29M, 1807. 

" These will be handed by John E. Redman, 
who will read the papers, and who is to keep them 
in possession, and bring them again to me. Any 
allusion to papers may be seen, by calling on me. 
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" Opinon of ff^ltatn Rawle^ Esq\ on the mode qfaei 
ing in Fitflds* business y dated January y 1803. 

*^ Representation from John Evans y assignee of John 
Field and John Field is? Son, to their creditors j dated 
Oct. 29th, 1806. 

^* Copt/ of observations f)y John Evans in the mode (f 
conducting Field^s business ^ dated Sept. Wth, 1806* 

" Copy of a letter from aUthe assignees ^ addressed to 
John Fields dated Aprils 1806, demanding his 
papers^ with a letter annexed from John Evans^ 
dated Nov. 14th, 1806. 

" To the creditors of John Fields 
and John Field i^ Son, at JVo. ! 
38, south Front street, Phil- 
adelphia. 

" N. B. John Evans further observes the ne^ 
cessity of a bona fide deposit of all the papers rela- 
tive to Field's business, for the benefit of his cred- 
itors; as a part of them only are deposited, but 
which cannot be considered for that purpose ; as he 
mentions in his letter to Thomas Clifford, a copy of 
which he sent me. * Lodging these papers, &c. in 
thy hands, is to moderate John Evans and re- 
move his objections, and not to be considered as 
giving up my care of the trust estates ; that must 
'and will be continued, till matters are settled or 
closed.' " 

fCopyJ 

" A representation of circumstances, and statements of 
facts, as it relates to John Field and John Field &f 
Son, under the deeds of trust with their assignees. 

*^ THE deeds of trust from John Field and John 
Field & Son, dated in April, 1799, to John Evans, 
Philip Nicklin, Robert Smith, and Thomas Clifford, 
ft)r the benefit of their creditors, were deposited in j 

° J 
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the hands of John Evans. Some short time after, 
John Field called on him for said deeds, in order to 
have them recorded, w^hen both were delivered to 
him for that purpose. 

" Some months after, John Evans called on John 
field for the deeds, but he returned only one of them, 
given from himself and wife; the other deed from 
himself and son. I have since, at the request of the 
assignees, repeatedly called on him for, but he al- 
ways evaded giving it to me ; and I have never seen 
or received it since, to this day. The one I now 
have is a certified copy, and is not their property* 

** Some time after the expiration of the term 
specified in the deeds of trust, to be acted on, the 
assignees contemplated proceeding in the business ; 
but the repeated assertions of John Field, both pub- 
lickly and privately, of his having such a surplus of 
property, more than would pay all his and their 
debts, occasioned a difficulty and delay, and added 
to the situation of lands in the western coun- 
try, much retarded the assignees in their procedure 
in the line of duty, by a sale of the property ; but 
after waiting some time, John Field not realizing his 
assertions, of paying his and Field & Son's debts, 
the assignees took the subject under consideration. 
As to the mode of proceeding, there was a diversity 
of opinion ; though from what real cause, I never 
could understand, (as the deeds of trust are as plain as 
A, B, C, it is, ' to sell the property and pay the credi- 
tors.' See deeds of trust) which occasioned an ap- 
plication to be made to William Rawle, Esq. the 
i7th January, 1803, for his opinion in writing. 
When that was produced, it did not meet the ideas 
of John Field, and he opposed the selling his pro- 
perty, by applying to an attorney at law ; and his 
great address, prevented the assignees acting in the 
sale of the land. John Field then took up the idea 
of his creditors taking land in payment, and by his 
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uncommon effrontery and the aid of some of his 
friends, a part of his creditors who had been amused 
a long time by him, agreed to do so : thus by various 
means, has this business been prevented being 
acted on. 

" Some time afterwards, about two years ago, 
three of his assignees constituted him agent in* this 
business ; and agreed to pay him two thousand 
five hundred dollars per annum, for three years, 
besides contingent expenses. Of the existence of 
such a sum I had no knowledge, nor of its being 
contemplated, until the same was offered for my 
signature. Afterwards I informed them I did think 
that we had not powers for that, purpose; that his 
character and conduct would not justify such a mea- 
sure ; that he openly avowed his intentions of selling 
those lands at publick sale, and buying them in for 
his own advantage. I also mentioned a number of 
special facts, respecting his conduct, that made it 
improper for his appointment, as well as the injustice 
to bring those lands for sale, without first having 
some knowledge of them, that equal justice to all 
his creditors might be done by a fair sale of the 
property. On the whole, I informed them, I could 
not, as an honest man, conscientiously come into 
their measures. About this time the three assignees, 
in company with their attorney, James Gibson, Esq. 
called at my house, when a free and full conversa- 
tion was had on the subject, and they unitedly 
agreed and asserted, that they had no better opinion 
of John Field than I had; and they have individu- 
ally, at other times, agreed with me his conduct was 
reprehensible ; but we differed as to the powers of 
assigneefii. They continued John Field agent, and 
offered the lands at publick sale, without any special 
information; or rather the information had a ten- 
dency to depress them in price, and they were put ^ 
up for sale in so large a quantity of i^d, as, sajs 
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42,000 acres in a body, at one time. Indeed, the 
manner the lands were exposed for sale, and the cir- 
cumstances attending given by John Field, appeared 
rather a burlesque than a serious sale ; and it clearly , 
evidenced John Field's intention of purchasing them* 

" It is but justice due Philip Nicklin to observe, 
lie informed me before the sale, he would not tet . 
the lands be sacrificed, and that John Field should . 
not avail himself of the mode adopted ; and it is also 
proper further to add, though he has come into some 
of the plans of John Field, aided by Robert Smith 
and Thomas Clifibrd, he lias not come into them all; 
and I have always considered his acquiescence rather 
as an accommodation of the other two assignees, 
and the very pressing applications of John Fields 
raore than from his wish, inclination, or judgment* 

** About March last, as I am informed, they 
dismissed John Field from their service. During 
the time he continued under their appointment, I 
had frequently pressed the necessity of acting in the 
business ; and about six months since, through the 
agency of my attorney at law, Moses Levy, Esq. "a 
plan was laid and agreed to by them ; and my attor*. 
ney and myself considered that an agent would be 
appointed agreeably to the plan, to examine the 
lands, report their apparent value, situation, and rel- 
ative circumstances generally attending, and it was 
in part acted on. See advertisement to the creditors 
t,o bring in their claims ; and a joint letter from all 
Uie assignees, addressed to John Field, to deliver the 
title papers and all documents relating to the trust 
to me, which so displeased John Field, that he en- 
deavoured to have all his assignees legally removed. 
See his note dated 4th mo. 8th, 1806, to. Thomas 
\Vothersix)on, wherein it will appear. 

^' But to my great astonishment and sorrow, as 
it regards justice to the creditors, in a short time 
after the three assignees;, through the agency of John 
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Field, created some difficulty that retarded the bus- 
iness, John Field would not deliver the papers as 
. directed, but sent them (or a trunk) as Thomas 
Cliflford asserts, in which it is said the papers are 
contained ; but he does not know it, as he had not 
leisure to examine them* Thus again have my en- 
deavours to effect an agency to be appointed to ex- 
amine the lands, and conduct the business under 
the assignees, as it regards the general information, 
been frustrated ; and I had again, though reluctantly, 
to call on my attorney, when overtures were made 
for a cooperation in the sale of the lands, and the 
attorneys had conferences on the subject ; at one of 
which I was, by their request, present, and offered 
my opinion in writing, dated Sept. 11th, 1806, to 
which I refer, which was agreed to by them ; and 
next day at my house I handed it to the three as- 
signees, and they also admitted it as first principles 
to be acted on ; and while the subject was under con- 
sideration of our atfomeys, and first principles 
agreed on by us all, there was handed me by John 
Waddington a paper (neither the original, nor copy 
w^ould he give me, though requested) which he 
said John field desired him to bring for my signa- 
ture, appointing three fellow citizens no way inte- 
rested in the business, to appoint an agent to con- 
duct the same. At present, though the mode has 
been agreed to, from all I can understand, nothing 
is like to be done ; and John Field asserts to his 
three assignees, as per his letter of 9th mo. 12th, last, 
he will be agent ; to which letter, agreeably to their 
request, I made my objections addressed to them, 
dated 1 7th Sept. and refer to the same. 

" Thus my fellow citizens I have endeavoured 
to discharge my duty for your interest ; in the exe- 
cution of which, I have had to contend with a man 
of peculiar art, cunning, and effrontery; and not 
only with him, but with his particular friends and 
relations in the religious society of the people called 
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Quakers, some of whom hold high appointments 
therein, and are very influential in the society. 

"I HAVE many and serious objections to ap- 
pointing John Field as agent in the sale of the lands 
held in trust by his assignees, which I have not men- 
tioned ; some of them are opinions founded on clear 
evidence in my judgment, though not to be estab- 
lished yet by facts, but by circumstances it appears 
to me certain; having these many years laboured 
conscientiously to discharge my duty to the trust, 
as it regards the creditors, and at the same time 
having had due respect to John Field, and willing to 
serve him consistently with my duty to the appoint- 
ment. It only remains to add, my ardent desire that 
the creditors of John Field and John Field & Son, 
will take my situation, which is very unpleasant, 
and either release me from the appointment, or give 
me siich aid as may enable me to proceed agreeably 
to conimon practice and equal justice to the credi- 
tors, and not subject me in the execution of their 
business, to the shameful and cruel treatment I have 
received ; which has been one great cause, from the 
severe conflicts in my mind, occasioned by John 
Field in the first instance, as has nearly cost me my 
life, by severe spasms of a gouty complaint in my 
stomach. I hope my fellow citizens will give me 
credit, when I inform them, in all my movements in 
this business, I have kept in view equal justice to all, 
and an approving conscience. 

Am respectfully, 

JOHN EVANS. 
Philadelphia, Oct. 29th, 1806. 

To the creditors of John Field 
and John Field Ss? Son. 

f Copy J 

January 20th, 1807. 

" AT the time the above was written, I intend- 
ed to call Fields' creditors together by advertisement 
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in the newspapers, and give them a full opportunity, 
by a statement of facts, of judgmg of my conduct, 
and if disapproved of by them, to request a release 
from the same. But since that time, I have shown 
my proceedings to a large number of respectable 
men, creditors of Fields' estates, who have unitedly 
approved of my conduct in the business. See state- 
ment at a meeting of creditors, dated Deer. 23d, 
1806. From John Field's late conduct, I am more 
fully convinced of the necessity for my acting in the 
appointment under the trust, for the general benefit 
of the creditors ; and I am sorry to add, my two 
colleagues in the appointment, have not cooperated 
as assurances latterly given me. 

JOHN EVANS, 
one of the assignees. 

*' THE foregoing representation was submitted 
to the creditors, convened at John Thompson's, and 
was read by the subscriber, 

J. E. REDMAN.'^ 

" JOHN EVANS suggests the following, as 
his ideas of conducting the business of John Field 
& Son: 

" September llth, 1806. 

** DEMAND the title papers, and all claims 
under which John Field and John Field & Son hold 
lands conveyed in trust to his assignees J. Evans, 
P. Nicklin, R. Smith, and T. Clifford, to be deliv- 
ered them. 

" Appoint an agent to examine the lands, and 
report the situation and circumstances generally rela- 
ting to them, with such other observations as may 
come to his knowledge in the investigation of the 
business; and also what may be the supposed value 
of them; the best mode of sale; and when they 
probably may sell to most advantage, for the benefit 
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of their creditors ; reserving to t)ie assignees all 
powers of conveying the premises, and the general 
direction of the business. 

" When a valuation of the property is made, if 
it is eligible, and can be effected with safety to the 
assignees, and if there is any person desirous of 
receiving lands in payment of their claims, let equi- 
table dividends or allotments be made them of such 
property, agreeably to the valuation of the agents' 
report, if the report be consonant with the judgment 
of the assignees, in doing equal justice to the 
creditors. 

M. Levt/f Esq. 

» 

" N. B. The above mode, I consider, is conso- 
nant to common practise, excepting a division of 
lands, but which m one case of Abel James's estate 
was adopted, and I trust will not subject the assign- 
ees to difficulty from the creditors ; though I am of 
the opinion it would be safest and best to make a 
general sale of the property, as it is consonant to the 
deeds of trust, and a dividend of the cash agreeably 
to each creditor's just claim; and from what has 
lately been mentioned to me by a creditor, I believe 
it requires caution and prudence in conducting this 
business under the trust." 

THUS we observe, that while John Field's com- 
plaint was in full operation against John Evans, in 
the preparative and monthly meeting, at this very 
time he was calling partial meetings of his creditors, 
and assuming the direction of his affairs ; producing 
papers, and resuming them again at pleasure ; and 
generally acting as though absolved by the overseers 
from the controul of his assignees and creditors. 

We observe, also, that at this meeting John 
Evans by a representative, being himself unwell, 
gave due attendance, which of itself is a refutation of 
the charge made against him by the overscers> 
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though John Field had no authority to call his cre- 
ditors or assignees together ; neither were they un- 
der any obligation to comply, since Field's object 
was not to inform on, or elucidate, his affairs, but to 
embarrass and perplex them; and in this he had 
been but too often successfiil. 

"But I ask the candid reader, whether assign- 
ees are to submit to be the diipes of a designing 
debtor, and are under any obligation to conform to 
his views, however adverse to, or destructive of, the 
rights and interests of the creditors? but particu- 
larly, after losing all confidence in the integrity of 
the debtor, whether they are warranted in admitting 
his influence to direct them in the execution of an 
important trust, for the benefit of his creditors ? 

" Let us consider too, that at this very time John 
Field was responsible to the assignees, by an ex- 
press order, for the delivery of all the papers in his 
possession, relating to the trust, which, independent 
of every other obligation, civil or religious, he was 
bound to comply with. With what assurance, there- 
fore, could he longer retain them from his creditors, 
when every pretence was done away by an express 
order ; nay, when that order was enforced, and at 
divers times repeated, as we shall observe by the 
following testimony ?" 

Supreme Court of Pennsylvania. 

John Evans v. Ellis Yarnall et al. 

" JOHN HARRIS, a witness produced on the 
part of the plaintiff in the above cause, being duly 
sworn, doth depose and say, that in the fall of the year 
1806, the trustees to the estates of John Field and 
John Field & Son, requested him to act as an agent 
for them in those trust estates, and desired him to 
call on John Field to obtain from him all papers in 

P 



• 106 

his possession, relating to that bus^iness, and partica- 
larly to the lands assigned by them to the trustees, in 
order that when said papers were obtained, the de- 
ponent might act as their agent ; and, s^eeably to 
their instructions, ascertain by actual examination 
the value, situation, and circumstances, attending 
of said lands, that the trustees might effect a sale of 
them. 

" That agreeably to their request aforesaid, thq 
deponent twice called on John Field, and informed 
him, that by request of the trustees he came in order 
to obtain the papers relating to the trust estates, that 
he might consider of the propriety of his proceeding 
to act as their agent ; but John Field refused to deli- 
ver them. And in order to accommodate the busi- 
ness, the deponent agreed that if he would give the 
papers into his hands, he would hold them subject 
to the joint direction of the trustees, in conjunction 
with John Field, and that if nothing could be done 
unitedly, he would deliver them back to him ; but 
John Field would not accede to this proposition. 

*' The deponent informed John Field, that John 
Evans desired him also to mention, that if he would 
deliver the papers relating to the trusts, he was will- 
ing to see and converse with him at any time and 
place, on friendly terms ; and that John Evans had 
no animosity against. him the said John Field. 

" John Field replied to all these remarks, that 
he would not consent to let the papers go out of his 
hands, without the trustees would pay his account ; 
hut which account he did not produce to this depo- 
nent, as he recollects, though he showed him a con- 
siderable number of papers relating to the lands. 

" Although the trustees had drawn a rough 
copy of the power of attorney, constituting the depo- 
nent their agent, in the trust business, yet several 
months having elapsed, and finding his endeavours 
' to obtain the papers from John Field to be fruitless. 
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and that it was totally impracticable for him to pro- 
cure them, he informed the trustees, with some of 
whom he had frequent conferences on the occasion, 
that John Field would not deliver the documents ; 
and that of course he could not determine how to 
^ct in the business. 

"The deponent further saith, that it appeared to 
him to be the wish and desire of the trustees, that 
ever}" necessary information relating to the lands 
should be obtained and clearly expressed, that a canr 
did open sale of them might be effected to the best 
advantage, and for the proper execution of the duties 
incumbent on them as trustees. And it also ap- 
peared to this deponent, that the said trustees, and 
particularly John Evans, were and was fully and sin- 
cerely disposed to allow John Field all the advan- 
tages which he could possibly derive from a pur- 
chase of the lands intrusted to them, so far as was 
consistent with their trust. 

"The deponent being further examined says, 
that Mr. Robert Smith and Mr. Thomas Clifford 
were dissatisfied with Mr. John Field's being agent 
for his estate and that of John Field & Son, as well 
as John Evans, on account of his general character* 

JOHN HARRIS." 

" Sworn and subscribed before me the 26th May^ 1808, 

ROBERT WHARTON, 

Mayor of the city of Philada." 

*' AGREED to be taken and read in evidence 
on the usual terms, saving all legal exceptions, 

JOHN HALLOWELL, 

for Defendants.'*'^ 

BY the above description of John Harriss, we 
find, that John Field not only refused to deliver the 
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papers demanded by the trustees on the 18th rf 
April I8O69 but msisted on the payment of an ac- 
count for sundry alledged expenditures, which he 
saw fit to charge to his assignees, as an offset to the 
compliance with their order ! 

I HAV£ been under the necessity, in order to 
exhibit a full statement of the trust business^ and 
the conduct of Fidd therein, to leave the subject of 
the meeting, with the view of showing certain trans- 
actions occurring during the discussions which were 
going on, in relation to the accusation against John 
Evans. And though this digression is fully war- 
ranted by the circumstances, I hasten to resume the 
subject, that the reader may not be longer embar- 
rassed by the prolixity of the trust business. 

Instead of the business ending in the monthly 
meeting of the 30th January, 1807, we find it de- 
fcrred to the next meeting, in order, as they say, to 
give the women's meeting an equal opportunity of 
considering on the resignation of Barbara Evans. 
. But was this necessary ? Could not the meeting at 
that time conclusively decide, whether it should be 
received, or not ? Had Barbara Evans been previ- 
ously brought before the preparative or monthly 
meeting, and dealt with as an offender, there might 
have been some palliation for the course adopted. 
But she was the wife of a man, whose inflexible in- 
tegrity was obnoxious to the overseers ; and, there- 
fore, must in her turn, suffer in some degree, the 
visits of committees, and all the tedious routine of 
their imposing pretensions ! But this subject I will 
now dismiss, to resume in a more convenient page. 

At the next monthly meeting, we find, by the 
following testimony, that the case of John Evans 
was brought to a final conclusion by a minutr of 
disownmcnt. 
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*' In the monthltf meeting of the religious society of 
the people called Quakers, in Philada. held on sixth 
day, the 21th day of Feb. 1807. 

" THE clerk opened the business of John 
Evans's case, by reading the resignation from him- 
self and wife, 

" Then David Bacon rose and said, he hoped, 
that on the record where the resignation was to be 
placed, the minute of the preparative meeting might 
also be attached. 

" Thomas Wistar then rose and said, he 
thought it was very improper, as they were not con- 
nected together, 

" Arthur Howell then rose and observed, 
that by introducing that minute (meaning the minute 
of the preparative meeting), it would be going over 
all the ground again. 

" John James and one or two other persons 
hoped the minute might be added. 

"The clerk then added the minute of the pre- 
parative meeting, and read the same. 

" Thomas Wistar opposed it; he said it was 
contrary to discipline ; and made some other obser- 
vations against tfie attachment of that minute, but 
which I cannot recollect. 

-' Thomas Parker, Samuel P. Griffitts, and 
several other friends, rose and supported Thomas 
Wistar in his sentiments. 

** After which, the minute attached was partly 
erased ; David Bacon persisted in the minute being 
attached. John James and several others supported 
him. 

"The purport of the minute, after the above 
discussion, was nearly thus : 

" *The resignation of John Evans, was occa- 
sioned by a difference subsisting between him and 
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another friend; considerable labour has been be^ 
stowed on John, without the desired effect — but hope 
that he may again become a member amongst them/ 

"After a few observations, the resignation^ 
with the minute above recited, was agreed to be 
recorded. And, about the close of the business, 
Jesse Kersey rose and said, he hoped there was no 
person present that would inform John Evaiis of 
the discussion of this business. 

" The above is a true statement of facts, and> 
nearly in the order in which they occurred, to the 
best of my knowledge and recollection. 

NATHL. HOLLAND.* 
Philada. Feb. 21th, 1807." 

THE minute thus made, on the case of Johii 
Evans, was a direct and full testimony of excomi- 
munication, and to which was attached as forming^ 
a component part, his resignation of membership'. 

This proceeding is not only absurd and unwaI^- 
rantable, as relates to John Evans, but is, moreover^ 
at variance with the truth. 

Let me here ask, In what respect was this dif- 
ference between John Evans and the other member ? 
Where was their labour bestowed in such quantities 
as to amount to *' considerable V* On what sub- 
ject were they thinking when ttiey expressed their 



* N. Hollanrl was produced on the. part of the plaintifi*, in 
an early stage of the trial, and was examined relative to the 
certificate, in the case of Caleb Carmalt. But from the num- 
erous ohjections of the defendant's counsel, to almost all the 
testimony of the plaintiflT; the frequent arguments on the 
admissibility of the evidence ; the numerous and long quo- 
tations from Barclav, Penn, Clarkson, and other Quaker books, 
and the extraordinary motion made for discharging the male 
defendants, having protracted the trial to an unusual length of 
time, the witness, with several others, was not again brought 
forward, though expected to have been further examined. 
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hope, that he might again become a member amongst 
them ? Or, if they desired what they expressed, did 
they regret, that he had so soon got from under the 
exercise of their power ? 

The inconsistency ot their arguments in this 
meeting; the evident embarrassment with which 
they laboured amongst themselves; and the chagrin 
discoverable in their discussions, will answer all the 
above queries. With good reason might Jesse 
Kersey (a preacher, on a religious visit to the city 
at that time) hope, that no one present would in- 
form John Evans of the discussion of the business ! 
He no doubt perceived the absurdity of their con- 
duct, and with a view to prevent an exposure, acted 
their friend on this occasion ! But it is more than 
probable, his intention, by this request, was to res- 
train the members from making a disclosure to John 
Evans, that the common order of secrecy, which 
pervades characteristically throughout the society, 
might still be preserved ! .-ty 

A FEW days after the termination of this busi- 
ness, Samuel P. Griffitts called on Jphn Evans and 
infor^ned him of the conclusions of the meeting upon 
his case ; but did not bring with him a copy of the 
minute, which John Evans informed him he claimed 
as his right. Atthe next monthly meeting, Samuel 
P. Griffitts laid before the meeting the request of 
John Evans, respecting the minute, which was 
granted ; and in a few days after, he delivered it to 
John Evans ; and is as follows : 

'^ At a monthly meeting of friends of Philadelphia , 

held 21th of 2d mo. 1807. 

" UPON further consideration of the paper, laid 
before the ineeting, from John and Barbara Evans, 
and that much patient labour hath been extended 
towards him, (on account of a diflFerence between 
him and another member) without the desired effect; 
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and he having, as stated on the minutes of last 
month, relinquished his right of membership with 
us, it is agreed, that we no longer consider him a 
member of our religious society. 

" Of which conclusion David Bacon and Samuel 
P. Griffitts, are desired to inform him." 

THE minute above recited differs in some res- 
pects from the one given in the testimony of Natha- 
niel Holland ; but the plain sense of them both • is 
much tlie same, and amounts to disownmefif. . 

The testimony of disownmentwas thus, ground- 
ed on the resignation ! A mode of proceeding, con- 
verting a voluntary act into a coercive one, and was 
an unjustifiable attempt to prevent any appeal to a 
superior meeting, had it been intended. 

If John Evans was disowned, the testimony of 
the disownment should not have been incorporated 
without the. resignation ! And if it was the mere ac- 
ceptance of his resignation, he should not have been 
testified against, with reference to tlie accusation of 
John Field ! 

But it is a mongrel minute, partaking of two 
natures, and involving two distinct points, totally 
irreconcilable to, and independent of each other! 
However, such as it is, it was too late to make any 
alteration ; and having passed the meeting, it was 
considered by the members as a minute of a final 
settlement. Although unjust and absurd, as it most 
certainly is, it is preferable to the proceedings of the 
meeting where it was issued. 

I HAVE now gone through the business of the 
preparative and monthly meetings, in the case of 
John Evans, and have endeavoured to give the true 
sense and meaning of the various discussions which 
took place in those meetings. The documents rela- 
tive to the same being referred to, may be com- 
pared with the expositions Jiaid down by the writer. 
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With the aid of those documents, and other papers 
essentially connected with the transaction, he has 
been enabled to take a comprehensive view of the 
subject. 

If, therefore, he has exhibited facts, which were 
unknown to the members of the Quaker society ge. 
nerally, or discussed the subject in a different light 
from any of them, it must be imputed to their own 
^norance of the business, and superior advantages 
he has derived from the evidence exhibited. 

Hb does not, howdver, pretend to any greater 
knowledge on those subjects, than was placed with- 
m the power of the overseers and committees, who 
enjoyed, equally with himself, the same advantages 
from the documents put into their possession by 
John £van3. N 

I WILL here particulariz,e what they did know, 
in order to show in what they were deficient. I 
shall commence with the overseers, as officers of the 
society, bound to the performance of their duty. 

Th e y knew the facts relating to the trust busi-^ 
ness, as it respects the unjustifiable conduct of John 
Field, to obtain, contrary to the inclinations and 
judgment of the trustees and creditors, the agency 
of the trust business. ITiey knew the various mea- 
sures he ^adopted to obtain it; and that his complaint 
against John Evans was one of those measures. 

They knew the conduct of John Field, in the 
sale of property to John Evans, which was in dis- 
pute in a court of chancery at the time of sale, and 
long before, and of which property John Field never 
had possession'. They knew also, that John Field 
took no steps to defend the claim, and that he refu- 
sed to furnish John Evans with the necessary docu- 
ments for the purpose; and that this claim suffered 
nearly five years by the detention of those documents. 

They knew that John Field retained in his pos- 
session the original, deed of trust of Jolin Field 8t 
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Son, which he refiLsed to deliver up to his assignees.' 
That he also retained in his possession all the docu- 
ments relating to the deeds of trust of John Field 
and John Field & Son, for lands assigned to John 
Evans, Philip Nicklin, Robert Smith, and Thomas 
Clifford, in trust, for the benefit of his and their 
creditors. They knew thatN(hose papersy being a 
necessary part of the property assigned, were absor*. 
lutely conveyed by the deeds of trust, and of right 
belonged to the trustees, as the legal representativeSi 
of the creditors. They knew that those papers were 
demanded by all the trustees of John Field, and that 
he refused to deliver them. Finally, They knew q£ 
no difference subsisting between John Evgns and 
Joha Fields except in character and conduct^ because 
no specifick charge, though demanded^ . was ever 
brought forward- ,.,... 

All tlie above are facts ckarly known to the 
overseersy and never denied to exist/. Yet did they 
on the complaint of John Field, supported by no 
chaise whatever, and without visiting the accused 
in their official capacity, contrary to their general 
practise and discipline, bring John Evans forward. as 
a defaulter, as a transgressor of their discipline, and 
as though he had been guilty of criminal conduct! I 
For surely, the comprehensive term of a ^'^difje- 
RENCE," might be so construed as to imply a degree 
of criminality! And by the term of *' another 
MEMBER,'' which might apply to the most respecta* 
ble person of that society, was comprehended the 
character of John Fields whose barefaced and noto- 
rious conduct would- not bear the exposure of his 
fiameU 

Let reasonable persons ponder on these things ;. 
let the unprejudiced judge of them \ 

I SHALL now state what was known to tlie com- 
mittees, appointed by both the preparative and 
monthly meetings ; and shall begin with the former^ 
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as the busmiess relative to their appointment is first 
treated of in this narration. 

They knew, by documents put mto their pos- 
session^ every point known to the overseers, particu- 
larized in the preceding pages : in addition to whicl^ 
tliey. knew, the conduct of the overseers, in refusing 
to give a hearing to John Evans in company with S. 
P. Griffitts, D. Bacon, J. Harrison, T. Parker, and 
others, per certificate of J. E. Redman and NathL 
Holland. 

They knew from John Evans, per his letter to 
Abraham Ledden and John Folwell, of the 24th of 
9th mo, 1806, and by subsequent letters addressed 
to them, that the discipline of the society was. denied 
to the accused by the overseers, though they were 
requested to give it* They knew that no specifick 
charge was ever brought forward by the overseers 
against John Evans ; that the complaint against him 
was brought before the meeting, without any regular 
procedure by a visit- from the overseers, according to 
the discipline. Finally, They knew nothing of the 
business on which they .were appointed by the meet- 
ing ; and as no charge was made against John Evans^ 
or any instructions given to them on the subject, 
THEY OUGHT TO HAVE KNOWN, t/iat interfering in 
such a secret and ambiguous accttsationy would be act- 
ing as the agents of an Inquisition ! 

Had they, however, begun in the right vvay, and. 
suffered impartial justice and fair investigation. to su- 
persede the prejudice they imbibed from. ex parte 
evidence, or the influence of the overseers and John 
Field's friends, they might have been of essential ser- 
vice, m the promotion of truth which has evidently 
suffered. If they were necessitated to comply with 
their appointment, as men of candour and sincerity, 
they should have taken, the most honourable and 
just method in the compliance. If, as impartial men, 
they questioned the conduct of tlite accused, ought 
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they not, on the iniformation they received from him^ 
joined to their own knowledge of his character^ to 
question the veracity of the accuser ? This would 
have led them to the source of the complaint. It 
would have clearly pointed out their duty. And 
had they obtained those papers from John Field 
which he dishonestly kept from his creditors, all the 
grievance would have been removed; every objection 
would have vanished. Had they done this, or 
informed the meeting of the facts in their posses* 
sion, they would now enjoy the consolation of 
" Peacemakers^" But what must, what ou^t to 
be their feelings on a retrospect of their conduct? 
They have violated the civil rights of a cifizenf 
they have unjusdy deprived him of the immuni- 
ties of religious member^ip ! and by their conduct 
have enabled John Field to oppose die just requisi- 
tion of his trustees, and triumph over his creditcM'S ! ! 
Op the monthly meeting committee I shall not 
say much, their appointment being for a different 
purpose ; but when they knew of the reasons com- 
municated by John Evans, which conduced to his 
resignation, in justice to him they should have made 
them known to the meeting. They, as well as the 
preparative meeting committee, were well acquainted 
with eveiy circumstance attending the business of 
John Field and John Evans ; and, though acting by 
appointment of the monthly meeting, they should have 
known no particular province, but should have come 
forward as men of feeling and justice, to adjust the 
differences known to them, and regulate the errors 
of the overseers and preparative meeting committee, 
by representing a true statement as exhibited to 
them. But instead of this, they suppressed Uo use 
the mildest term) a material paper accompanying the 
resignation, wherein was expressed the treatment of 
the overseers to the accused, and his ill state of 
health, as t^ie cause of his resignation ; nor did they 
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ever produce to the iheeting any other letters from the 
accused, ^vherein the business of the trust was fulfy 
stated for the information of -the meeting. By the sup- 
pression of the letter of the 29th August, 1806, the 
resignation was rendered a dead letter, because ifwas 
founded on the statement accompanying, and which 
was equally essential, and formed a necessary appen- 
dage : a separation therefore xvas contrary to justice^ 
and a violation of the civil and religious rights ofJdhn 
JEvanSj as well as a great deception to the members of 
the meetings whose right and privilege it was^^ to judge 
upon the merits of the whole business. 

THE resignation of John and Barbara Evans, 
though sent to the monthly meeting before any com- 
plaint was entered on the minutes of the preparative 
meeting, against John Evans, and so acknowledged 
to have been received, was referred to the women^s 
monthly meeting, as we observed, by the testimony 
of N. Holland, on the 27th February, 1807^ in order, 
as they state, to give the women's meeting the same 
opportunity of considering the resignation of Bar- 
bara Evans, - ' 

Thus, therefore, the men's meeting having clo- 
sed the business as it respects John Evans, by issuing 
a testimony of excommunication, though after a 
consideration of seven months ! during which time, 
in both the prejMuative and rAonthly meetings, coni- 
mittees were appointed, and frequent reports made ; 
in order to give tlie women's meeting the same op- 
portunities, in relation to Barbara Evans ; the resig- 
nation was, at length, sent by the men's to the 
women's meeting ! 

On the 26th of February, 1807, being the day 
previous to the meeting, in which the case of John 
Evans was terminated, by the minute of diso wnment^ 
Barbara Evans addressed the following letter to 
Hannah Elliott, clerk of the women's monthly 
meeting : 
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(CopyO 

" Philadelphia^ 2d mo. 26th^ 1807- 
^' Respected friend, 

** I EXPECT the resignation of my right of 
membership will be handed from the men's, to the 
women's monthly meeting to-morrow. 

" The cause that has induced me to this, is, the 
unjust treatment my husband, John Evans, has re- 
ceived from the overseers of the men's monthly, 
meeting; and has occasioned me (and not religious 
dissent) as a faithful wife, to an affectionate husband, 
thus to protest against such unprecedented condikJt, 
which, 1 consider, he has received from the society, 
by the means of the overseers of said meeting. 

** I WILL not see any committee from the meeting 
on the subject. 

Am thy friend, 
(Signed) BARBiVRA EVANS. 

" Hannah Elliott, clerk of the women's 
monthly meeting. 

" To the wometi^s monthhf^ 
meting of the religious f 
society of the people calU r 
ed Quakers in Philada. J 

" THE original, of which the above is a true 
c(^y, was delivered by me to Hannah Elliott. 

J. E. REliMAN." 

IT appears that the resignation of Barbara Evans, 
was read in the women's meeting, and a minute of 
the same niade ; but, in conformity with the pro- 
ceedings of the men's meeting, and acting by their 
immediate authority, they detained the resignation 
in their meeting, though there were no obstacles to 
it3 being recorded, where it was suffered to lay sub- 
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ject to the animadversions of ignorance and caprice^ 
and tlie wanton exposure of the party ; which justi- 
fies the inference I have ak-eady hinted, in a prece- 
ding page, that she must experience, with her hus- 
band, a degree of persecution, for her connexion 
with him ; although they had no charge against her! 
And, notwithstanding the positive terms men- 
tioned in the letter to Hannah Elliott, showing on 
what ground her resignation was founded ; notwith- 
stajiding she there asserted, she would not see any 
committee from the meeting on the subject ; and )ier 
express wishes . of an immediate decision on, and 
acceptance of, her resignation, they kept it pending 
before the, meeting three months ! and then appointed 
a committee, consisting of Hannah Clarke, Susannah 
Haydock, and Jane Pearcc, to visit her on the busi- 
ness ! 

Previous to entering further on the subject of 
the women's meeting, and the visit of its committee^ 
I shall avail myself of the present monient, to intro- 
duce a letter written by John Evans, addressed to 
James Pemberton and others, with the view of ob- 
taining a rehearing of the business, as it respects 
himself and the overseers. 

Having been disowned bv the monthly 
meeting, for acting uprightly and honest- 
ly as an assignee to john field and john 
FIELD & son's estates ! and being deeply affect- 
ed at the result, and the unjustifiable conduct of the 
overseers and committees in contributing to it, he 
claimed the right of an examination into the merits 
of the controversy, before twelve re^ctable and 
influential characters, selected from the three monthly 
meetings in the city, that he might be enabled be- 
fore another tribunal less prejudiced, to assert and 
maintain his innocence. 

To this method he was induced, from the 
necessity of the case. The monthly meeting having 
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bottomed the testimony of disownment, upcn the 
voluntary act of resignation! left no other alternative ; 
because, by this imposing circumstance the usual 
mode of appeal was effectually closed against hini« 

The following is the letter writtea on this 
occasion. 

fCcpyJ 

" Philada. 5th mo. 9ih, 1807. 

^^ Respected feiends, 

" James Pemberton^ Samuel Powell Griffitts^'^ 7%&^ 
mas Parker y Thomas Wistar^^ Henry Drinkei^ 
Samuel Smithy Thomas Morris j Thomas Stewarts 
soHj David £vansy John Morton, senr. Ntchoha^ 
Wain, Jonathan Evafis. 

" THE cause of my present application to you,, 
is as leading members in the monthly meetings of 
the religious society of the people called Quakers ia 
the city of Philadelphia, and to inform you, that I 
consider myself grievously oppressed and ill treated 
by the overseers of the monthly meeting of Phila- 
delphia, aided by several members of a committee 
from that preparative meeting, and unjustly held up 

* Samuel P. GriffiUs bqing well acquainted with the con- 
duct of Isaac Parrish and Richard Humphreys, two of the 
overseers ; and of their having never visited John Evans ii^ 
their official capacity, as by the certi6cate of Barbara Jvans 
and John £. Redman ; a copy of which he had in possession ; 
and being one of the preparative meeting committee, to whom 
various communications were made by John Evans, verbally^ 
and in writing, in confirmation of the above facts, it was ex- 
pected that he would have agreed to the proposed conference ; 
but he refused to meet on the occasion » 

\ Thomas Wistar at different times, during the discussion 
of the business pending in the meetings, was decidedly oppo- 
sed to the proceedings of the overseers and their party* At 
one meeting, he observed, '^ It was so mangled and inconsis- 
tent, it was not fit to go forward/* At another meetjnj^ he 
said, " They proceeded against John Evans contrary to disci-. 
pline.*' Yet he refused to meet on this occasion. 
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as a culprit, though in the discharge of my duty in 
Field's business, which is a defamation and a libel 
on my character ; and has been one cause that has 
obstructed and prevented me from acting as an as- 
signee to the estates of John Field and John Field 8c 
Son, as in justice and good faith I am called to, un- 
der the appointment. And the treatment I have 
received, has been so exercising to my mind, with a 
predisposition to gouty spasms on my lungs, that it 
has almost cost my life, and disqualified me from 
performing for a long time, the necessary avocations 
of a number of civil society, which my business 
claimed ; and this cruel treatment to me was all un- 
der the specious pretext of religion, truth, and 
justice. 

" Referring to the documents as per list an- 
nexed, it is not my intention to recapitulate the cir- 
cumstances, but briefly to observe, that through the 
influence of the overseers and some of the committee,^ 
the facts attending the business were kept from the 
preparative and nionthly meetings ; and my oppo- 
nent, John Field, was in a conspicuous seat In the 
preparative meeting, when the Uusiness was before 
it, in order to prevent a free discussion ; and some 
who dared to oppose his, and the overseers* plans of 
secrqcy, in withholding from the meeting the state 
of facts, he had the effrontery to call on tfiem at 
their houses, and reprimand for their sentithents. 
And at the same time, had I been in health, I am by 
the discipline excluded from informing th^ meeting 
the facts, or answering in my own behalf. Thus by 
a combination of the overseers and the committee, a 
plan of secrecy was unjustly pursued, though infor- 
mation was called for bv some members of the 
meetmg on the occasion, which was opposed by the 
overseers, and by which means an inquisition was 
established against me, I trust not known in America,* 
excepting in^ the religious society of the people 

R 
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called Quakers. And sorrowful to observe, indeied^ 
could it be conceived that the overseers and some of 
the committee, where the principals, and almost the 
whole, in this unchristian and cruel treatment, and 
that influenced and prejudiced the meeting against 
me, and they were the informers, judges, and jury, 
in the case. Well might Jesse Kersey .remark, ob- 
serving the injustice and malignity of tlieir spirits, 
when he said at the conclusion of this business, He 
hoped there was no one present that would inform, 
John Evans of the proceedings on the subject. I 
give him no credit as a friend to me, or equal justice » 
but his wish was shamefully to secret plans against 
ipoie, and operations of cruelty and inj[ustice, which 
is beneath the dignity of a man, or a minister o£ 
Jesus Christ.. 

^^ In the origin of this business, you will observe^ 
the treatment I received from the overseers, as per 
certificate from John £. Redman and Nathaniel 
Holland. And the friends^ Samuel P. Griffitts, 
David Bacon, Thomas Harrison, and Thomas Par- 
ker, who at my request conferred with them on the 
occasion, and considered the business finally put 
off*; but it appears it was only for one month ; in all 
which time the overseers never communicated witk 
me, though requested by the before mentioned 
fi*iends ; and those friends I called on, knew nothing 
of the overseers' intentions until the afternoon of the 
day previous to the preparative meeting, at which 
time, it was concluded, and then it was to be brought 
there, contrary to their desires and expectations, 
and assurances given them by the overseers. 

" Having sent in mine and wife's resigna- 
tions to the monthly meeting, and mentioned the 
cause that produced it, I should not have admitted 
the coinmittee of the preparative meeting to see 
me ; ai>d informed them, I considered their calling 
on me was an intrusion ; but to satisfy, especidUy, 
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Dr« Griffitts and Thomas Parker, and, in hopesan 
accommodation might take place, I admitted theiti, 
though contrary to my inclination and judgment; 
and some of the committee being, as I consider, 
vain and spiritually proud men, not competent td 
the business, of course they added to my difficulty, 
and in Ae event, have disgraced the cause of thith 
and justice. 

** Could I have made a legal appeal from the 
judgment erf the aristocracy that governed the meetr- 
ing in my case, as Dr. Fothergill did in London, I 
might, although in a weak state of health, perhaps, 
have applied to Aat remedy. But as that is not admis- 
sible in Philadelphia, the only meaii left me to obt^ 
common justice, was the trying one adopted, of my 
resignation of right of membership, with an inten- 
tion of appealing to the civil laws of my country^ 
where I will apply for a remedy, unless you can do 
me fiill, and in a publick way, that justice, which I 
consider myself entitled to, and which my character 
claims. 

" This application to youj is with a widi to 
prevent a legal controversy, as in prosecutii^g legal 
plans, circumstances will arise, unpleasant to me'to 
adopt ; but if necessarj^ I shall use lyiy judgmlsnt 
as to the circumstances ; but my address to l3ie 
meeting, accompanyii^ my relinqubhment of a 
right in society with every other equal ckim^ wais 
suppressed, principally by the overseers and the 
committee of the preparative meeting, aided by 
John Fields and so lost were they to every feeling 
as men and Christians, that it seems as if nothing 
but the loss of my birthright, and, finally, my death 
(being under great indisposition of body) would 
satisfy them. 

" Attached by the powers of education, the 
force of custom, as well as high esteem, and the re- 
•suit of my own judgment to, the leading principkiS 
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acknowledged by the religious sop^ety .of the people 
called Quakers; and, to relinquish my right therein, 
was truly trying : and the decline as to vital religion 
and the true principles of that society, ha|s been to me 
obvious and sorrowful^ much occasioned by the 
introduction of lifeless forms ; and the life of reli- 
gion is buried under them. But the love of power 
liath bewitched some of the leaders of tjhis people, 
and has caused them to err in judgment, ^nd like the 
Galatiansr formerly, have begun in the Spirit, ai]d 
think to be made perfect through the flesh. 

Am y our oppressed friend^ 

JOHN EVANS. 

Papers alluded to, 

" Resignation of right of membersliip Bth mo. 27th^ 

1806- 
^^ An dddress to the monthly meetings through th^ 

CierkjSth mo. 29th, 1806. 
f* A copy to Samuel Pleasants and others^ a committee 

from the monthly meeting, to whom the above^pch 
i ::pcrs^€re referred, 9th mo. \st, 1806. 
** .Copy to Abrm. Ledden and John Fqlwelly commit- 

tee from the preparative meeting, 9th tno. 24th^ 

1806. 
'* Copy to David Bacon and others, 12th mo. \9th, 

1806. 
^' Certificate qf John E. Redman respecting Thomas 

Savery. 
". Certificate of Barbara Evans and John E. Med- 
. man respecting the overseers. 
** Copy of Samuel P. Griffitts and others, dated Ist 

mo. 2(/, 1807. 
" Copy to Samuel Pleasants and others, a committee 

of ten, from the monthly meeting, dated \st mo. 

15th, 1807. 
" Copy of a letter addressed to John ElUott, dated 

3d mo. 20th, 1805. 
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*' A note to the womeii^s meetings dated 2d' mo. 26th; 

1807 ^Jrom Barbara Evans. 
*' Copy to Samuel P. GriffittSy 1st mo. 28th, 1807^ 
*' Testimony of the monthly meeting against John 

Evans^ ' 

THE above letter was intended as an address 
preliminary to the examination ; and the documents 
enclosed went to show the manner in which the 
preparative and monthly meetings had proceeded in 
the case. 

No opposition to this method was made by the 
members from the northern or southern districts; 
but they agreed to meet on the occasion. But as 
Samuel P, Griffitts and Thomas Wistar, two of the 
members of the monthly meeting, whose proceedings 
were to be examined, would not agree to meet, the 
foregoing plan of friendly investigation was in con- 
sequence prevented. 

Thus, therefore, every opportunity to an ami- 
cable adjustment by reference to a number of repu- 
table members of the society, was rendered imprac- 
ticable by the refusal of the other party ; which 
affords an other instance of that persecuting spirit^ 
so conspicuous throughout the transaction ! They 
could not bear the investigation, because it tended to 
expose their conduct! What, shall an^ individual 
presume to question our authority, and litigate the 
propriety of our proceedings ? Nay, we have barred 
the door to a regular appeal, and will not now suffer 
him to assert his innocence at any tribunal whatever ! 

Where, but under an inquisition, are we to 
look for a parallel to such conduct ? What ! and do 
these boasters of liberty — these loving — labour lov- 
ing, christians — who have taken so much pains to 
reconcile a difference with another, refuse to be re- 
conciled to themselves ?— Refuse to submit to au 
investigation in their own way, and amon^ their own 
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^ect^ upon the |m)priety of proceeding whi'c^ &ey 
boldly allege to be in gospel order ?— *-and ote they 
unable to support their allegations by facts? ot; 
would the investigation result in their own con^ 
demnation ? 

I ASK the candid reader, what is the inference 
we .are to draw> from premises so direbdy in the 
teeth. of die pretensions set up on the part t>f the 
society? pretensions, to which their conduct proves 
they have no just claim whatever ! 

Reflectikg as we must reflect, upon measures 
so subversive of civil and religious liberty, we feel 
4^t a loss for language sufficiently energetick, to 
mark with jjust ablicnrrence, the tyrannic^ assuii^- 
tions^ of meU) who, in this enligteened age and coun* 
try, and under a republican, government, where 
€ccle;s}aa(yical preeminence and toleration are not 
known but by name, should shut the temple of chril: 
and religious liberty, and persecute a fellow citizen,; 
evfiD:to the threshold of a court of justice. 

If . they were men whose general characters 
ranked them with the Neros and Calligulas of his- 
tory, soipMJ palliation might be found for iheif con-- 
4uct; or at least a reconciliation of practice and 
professi(Jn ! But here, they assume a character not 
the lei^ abhorrent from the seeming sanctity of pro^> 
fession; byjt on the contrary, aggravated into ten» 
ibid deformity !: , Bh-e we see the most scrupulcms 
exactness^ in point of religious decorum, maintained 
with a view to disguise the real object of their ecde- 
Tsiastical combination ! Here we see in the very ex-i 
^rerae of frigid formality, the utmost ardency in acts 
idf cruelty and injustice ! Here are charity and hia^ 
iherly kindness abundandy professed I love, labour,- 
and aiFection, as abundantly proclaimed ; whilst the 
secret screw of tyranny, turns upon the head of in- 
nocence, and. tortures the unhappy victim with its 
pressure ! ! , • - 
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-< By- the testimony of John Shepard, it appears^ 
that on, or about, the 19th of May, 1807, being 
three months after the disownment of John Evans 
by the men's monthly meeting, the three womenj. 
Hannah Clark, Susannah Haydock, and Jane Pearce, 
as a committee appointed by the women's monthly 
meeting, called at the house of John Evans. Hero 
circumstances took place, better expressed in the 
following deposition : 

" /« the Supreme Court of Petmsylvama. 

V Jofm Evans v. Ellis Yamall, Richard Humphrietfs^ 
Jonathan WWis^ Thomas Savery, Isaac Parrishy 
Caleb Carmalty Benjamin Kite, John James, Di^oid 
Bacon, Abrm* Lefldenj John Elliott, Hannah Clark,. 

. Robert Haydock and Susannah his wife^ and Caleb 
Pearce and Jane his wife* 

" JOHN SHEPARD, a witness produced on thcj 
part of the plaintiff in the above cause, beipg duly af- 
firmed, doth declare and say, that on, or aboutthe 19th. 
day of May, in the year 1807, this affirmant being in 
the entry of John Evans's house, and the said John* 
Evans then standing at the door, Hannah Clark, 
Susan Haydock, and Jane Pearce, came up to the- 
4oor. The last mentioned woman, on her name 
being asked by John Evans when in tbe parlour,' 
acknowledged her name to be Jane Pearce, wife of 
Caleb Pearce, and one of the oversecrsi of the Qua- 
ker monthly meeting ; the two first mentioned wo- 
men, this affirmant did not at that tinie know ; but 
has since beeit: infc^med of their names as above 
mentioned^ and verily believes his information to be 
ccffiect. One qf them then asked the said Joba 
Bvans, if his wife Barbara £vans was in ; John Evansr 
informed them thait she was-; but she was not weU,; 
and was lying down. They said they had called to 
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*ee her; John Evans then inquired of theih, if thej^ 
came in a committee capacity from the monthly 
meeting of Quakers ? they answered that they did. 
John Evans then told them, that he would not admit 
them in his house ; and that his wife would not see 
any person, who was appointed by the meeting to 
wait on her, as she had sent in her resignation of 
membership long before ; and that she had also in- 
formed the meeting by note, afterwardis, that she- 
would not see any person on diat account. After 
this, Hannah Clark stepped up and put her hand or 
hands on the breast of John Evans, apparently, with 
an intention to force her \vay into his house : then 
John Evans put his hand on her breast, arid prevent- 
ed her entering for a time. Jane Pearc'e, who v^s 
apparently much alarmed at the assault, was i*etiim 
ing towards Chesnut street ; biit was called'back by 
Susan Haydock, who was along side of Johri-EvafiSL 
John Evans then retired into the entry, and they all 
followed him in. . * 

** John Evans then informed them of thb cruel* 
and unjust treatment he had himself received from 
the Quaker society ; but they not satisfied mth that, 
endeavoured to alienate the affections of his wife 
from him ; and had used those means to endeavour 
to effect It, by many of them calling on her ; that 
they had acted to her improperly and unjustly in 
exposing her name, repeatedly, as an offepder, on 
the minutes of their monthly meetings ; and to iri- 
crea'se the cruelty of their action^, it was, when he 
was in a poor state of health, occasioned in a grieat 
measure, by their unjust conduct towards him, 

** He also said, that as some of them had come 
a distance, the laws of civility claimed him his ask- 
ing them to walk in the parlour and rest themsdvtS, 
which they did ; at same time, John Evans request- 
ed this affirmant and John E. Redman to come inta 
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the parlour, as witnesses, to what he should further 
communicate to them, which they accordingly did. 
" John Evans then told them, the said Hannah 
Clark, Susan Haydock, and Jane Pearce, the impro- 
priety of their coming, when they knew that he had 
mentioned to a number of friends of the Quaker 
society, that he would not admit any person to come 
from the meeting to endeavour to alienate his wife's 
affections from him. He then again repeated what 
he had before mentioned to them in the entry ; and 
entered into a full discussion of all the various cir- 
cumstances attending the business, from the origin 
of it ; including the cruel and unjust treatment of 
■the overseers in their refusing him an opportunity to 
state to them, m company with other friends, the facts 
attending the business; of their refusing him the name 
of the accuser ; the accusation against him ; and the 
Book of Discipline ; and of their having dismissed 
the case, and finally settled it. But which they 
again resumed, contrary to their positive declarations 
to a number of friends, and brought it before the 
meeting without his knowledge or the knowledge of 
these friends, or any conversation with him or them 
on the subject ; together with many other circum- 
3iances and particulars, which this affirmant does 
not now clearly recollect. About the close of the 
conversation, Barbara Evans entered the parlour, 
being called by one of the maids, without the know- 
ledge o*F her husband. When she addressed the 
three women thus, That she was much surprised to 
find they liad waited on her, and that she had hoped 
some friends of understanding in the meeting, would 
have prevented it. That as she had sent in her resig- 
nation some time, and had since informed the meeting 
by a note, she would not see any person from them on 
the subject ; their coming under such circumstances, 
was very improper. She also told them, how unjust 
and cruel they had behaved in this case ; that thev 
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had not taken up her resignation in prqper timef 
though they had notliing against her, but let it lay 
meeting after meeting, which she considered cruel 
in the extreme ; and not only that, but the unjust 
treatment her husband had received, induced her to 
resign her right of membership. John Evans, after 
this, forbid them ever entering his house again, or 
any other person coming in their capacity, and dcr 
sired them to inform the meeting, that he considered 
it an attempt by the meeting, through them, to alien* 
ate his wife's afi'ections from him in his ill state oS 
health, which he considered highly reprehensible* 
And he also informed them, he would sue them for 
the assault and batterj'^ committed on him. 

" The women did not make much reply to 
what John Evans said j except Hannah Clark, who 
appeared to have principally the communications, 
and who appeared full of religious consequence, 
and in a kind of preaching tone she hoped, as John 
Evans and his wife had seen things in a better lights 
they might again see them as formerly. In the 
course of the conversation, Hannah Clark twice 
interrogated John Evans whether he knew who she 
was ? he replied, that he knew her ; that she was the 
daughter of a worthy man, Joseph Richardson, 
whose memory to him was like sweet smelling 
ointment. 

^' The deponent being cross examined saitii, 
that he went apprentice to John Evans, the {)laintifi', 
in the month of August or September, in the year 
1791, at the time he was in partnership with John 
Elmslie, junr. ; remained with him as an apprentice, 
till the year 1 796, when his term of apprenticeship expi- 
red ; that he has lived in his family ever since, except 
during his absence from this country, having since 
been several voyages to sea, as supercargo; in which 
voyages, John Evans was partly concerned ; but he 
always when on shore made his home at John Evans's 
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house**^He does not know whether he will charge 
him for his board or not ; but does not expect he 
wilh When he first went apprentice to him, this 
deponent was about sixteen years of age* When 
the three )vomen above mentioned first came up, he 
WBS within a yard or two from John Evans. He judges 
that it was Hannah Clark's intention, to force her 
way into the house, from the circumstance of 
her putting her hand on his breast; he does not 
recollect any expression she made use of at that 
time ; he cannot say she appeared angry, when she 
put her hand on him ; or, that there was any thuig 
like anger in her tone or manner ; she said she would 
be glad to see his wife^ Barbara Evans ; he did not 
observe that John Evans talked louder than usual ; 
neither of the other two women attempted to lay 
hands on him. To every thing that John Evans 
said in the parlour, the women made little or no 
reply, except Hannah Clark. He cannot recollect 
that any thing was said, by either g£ the women, 
that had a tendency to alienate his wife's dfections 
from him ; but he conceives their coming there in 
that way, had that tendency. John Evans, when in 
the parlour, said to them he esteemed them as citi- 
zens, and that as such, any thing in his house would 
not be too good for them ; but that he did not wish 
to see them in any capacity from the meeting. And 
if they came there again in that capacity, their sex 
should not protect them. 

" When the women first came up, they halted 
on the pavement, and then asked John Evans if his 
Avife was at home ? and were answered, j^es ; that 
she was up stairs, unwell or lying down ; he asked 
what they wanted with her ? they said, they wished 
to see her. They then came upon the step outside 
the door ; Hannah Clark, at the same time, putting 
her hand on John Evans's breast, it was her open 
hand, he cannot say whether it was in an easy maa* 
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ncr, or witli force and violence. This was all ^the 
assault he seen committed by any of the women. 
John Evans did not endeavour to prevent her en- 
tering, in any other manner, than by putting his 
hand on her as above mentioned : one of the wo- 
men then appeared to be alarmed and was retiring. 
He cannot say, that either of the women appeared 
angry or enraged ; or that any angry or loud lan- 
guage was made use of by any of them. It appear- 
ed, to this deponent, that they got into the entry in 
consequence of John Evans's retiring. John Evans 
generally speaks loud, so that they who are not ac- 
quainted with him, might suppose him to be angry, 
when he is not so. In this conversation, he did not 
observe that he spoke louder than usual. The con- 
versation of John Evans to the three women in the 
parlour^ as detailed in his deposition, is principally 
taken from a memorandum made by him four or five 
YKionths after it happened. 

" The deponent being reexamined on the part 
of the plaintiff, saith, that John Evans, previous to 
Hannah Clark putting her hand on John Evans's 
breast, he forbid them coming in when they were 
on the pavement. As to the particulars of the con- 
versation of John Evans in the parlour, he speaks 
from memory aided by the memorandum. 

(Signed) JOHN SHEPARD." 

" Affirmed before me, Oct. Uth, 1808. 
(Signed) MICHAEL KEPPLE, aldmn." 

" AGREED to be read in evidence, in case of 
the witness's death; absence from the state ; or inabil- 
ity to attend at the trial ; saving all legal exceptions. 
(Signed) JOHN HALLOWELL, 

attorney for defendant^. 
Octbr. IIM, 1808." 

r Copy. J 
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I WOULD willingly forbear making any remarks 
on the conduct of the committee; in consideration 
of their sex. But as justice and decency, whenever 
violated or overstepped, demand, without reserve of 
quality or sex, the censure which such conduct 
merits, I cannot pass over the facts detailed in the 
above deposition, without calling the attention of the 
reader to the circumstances under which the com- 
mittec came. 

This committee, in common'with the meeting, 
were fully acquainted wiih the reasons of the resig- 
nation of Barbara Evans. She had unequivocally 
informed the meeting, through Hannah Elliott, the 
clerk, per her letter of the 26th of February, that 
she would not see any committee from the meeting on 
the subject. For the meeting to persist in the appoint- 
ment of a committee ; for this committee, knowing 
the circumstances, to acoq)t of the appointment, is 
an assumption of power, incompatible with the con- 
stitution of the state, and of the utmost magnitude, 
when considered as altogether emanating from an 
ecclesiastical tribunal; inasmuch as the performance 
of the visit would be a direct infringement of tlie 
civil and religious liberties of the citizen. 

John Evaws, as sole proprietor of his house, 
had an undoubted right to prohibit the entrance of 
any person. Any attempt, therefore, forcibly to 
enter in defiance of his commands, becomes a tres- 
pass in the eye of the law, whoever may be the 
trespassers ! No distinction is known, nor can any 
authority be plead in extenuation of the trespass. 

Accustomed to arbitrary acts in their own 
society, where the most implicit acquiescence is paid 
to the spiritual authority ; their long familiarity with 
proceedings similar, in some circumstances ; joined 
to the consequence resulting from a station of spi- 
ritual importance, might, in this instance, have 




134 

taught the committee to expect a tacit submissioiito 
their authority! 

If wc take a survey of the conduct of the over- 
seers to John Evans; the avidity with which they 
swallowed the complaint made by John Field ; and 
the rancour with which they persecuted him, in 
bringing his case before the meeting, contrary to 
discipline, (not having .been visited by the overseers) 
and during its continuance there; we must believe, 
indeed it is well known, that the appointment of this 
committee originated with the men's meeting, as the 
trincipals^ to whom the committee were subservient^ 
in ^every respect^ though apparently otherwise; and 
^vas therefore a combination, with the view of pur- 
suing as far as possible, ev<^H beyond their spiritual 
jurisdiction, a course of relative persecution towards 
John Eyans, by the unjustifiable detention of the 
resignation of his wife, in order to exercise their 
remaining power ! 

They would not i^imediately act upon her resig* 
nation, but kept it pending before the meeting seve- 
ral months : as i^ by such exposure, to influence 
her conduct, or produce regret at the step she had. 
taken! In this^ however, they failed, whatever 
might have been their expectations. But to conti- 
nue her case in the meeting; to call it over at divers 
times, when she had done nothing to merit such 
treatment; wlien nothing was alleged against her, 
(nor could tliey allege any thing, unless it was cri- 
minal to perfortfn her marriage contract, and be a 
faithful and affectionate wife); such a course of con- 
duct is justly denominated cruel hi the extreme; 
and they themselves could scarcely bear up under 
similar circumstances, if practised to equal extent 
against them. 

Did they wish to prevail on her to rescind her 
resolutions! — For what? The answer readily pre- 
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9e»t& itself: To. violate her marriage contract; to 
subvert that harmony which ever had, and should , 
continue to subsist between them. ^ 

To undertake such an office, where will you 
find, except in that society, and with that commit- 
tee, any woman hardened enough for the purpose I 
But they did undertake itf They attempted to exe- 
cute it — ^they attempted it by force, by violent mea- 
sures! For^ when forbidden to enter the house, 
and finding opposition was made by John Evans, 
w4io positively, forbid them to enter at their peril, 
Hannah Cl^k put her hands on him, with the intent 
to push him away, in order to effect an entry. 

WhEtN we consider that this was the effort of a 
feminine character, whose religious vanity could 
afford presumption sufiicient to cope with superior 
force, we are lost in astonishment! And though she 
met with th^rebuff she merited, she still undaunt- 
edly renewed her exertions to force an entry, in 
opposition to his express prohibition. 

We have now an instance of their practice, as r 
well as their professiou. We here find, that though 
the committee were women, they did not scruple to 
act a masculine part, in attempting to force an entry ; 
committing, at the same time, a trespass and assault 
upon the property and person of a citizen. Influen- 
ced by a zeal wjiich sets at defiance even common 
decency, and the regard due to character, the com- 
mittee, relying on die protection which their sex 
afforded, proceeded, in a deliberate . manner, to 
intrude their company, after being denied tlje right 
of admission. 

That in thus extending their spiritual jurisdic- 
tion they did not act merely as the committee from 
the women's meeting, is evident. On the contrary, 
the women's meeting could not, in its own right, 
exercise jurisdiction at all. The men only were 
ultimately the actors in the business, and the com- 
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Yiiittee, acting in this respect as the agents of the 
men, derived their powers trom them exclusively. 

We must therefore consider the acts of the 
women as the acts of the whole, and consequently, 
that in the assault and trespass here committed, the 
men, as well as the women, were responsible. 

In this point of view, it acquires still greater im- 
portance, as the immediate act of the men's monthly 
meeting, three months after their jurisdiction had 
ceased by their own agreement! And now I ask, 
if this visit was not made with the intent and pur-' 
pose of compelling John Evans and his wife to sub- 
mit to the spiritual authority of the monthly meetings 
contrary to the constitution of the state^ and in vio- 
lation of the civil and the religious libdttifss of the 
citizen? 

If this is not persecution, then the Quakers .have 
never been persecuted ! Is it necesary tjjat open vio- 
lence should be used ? here then we have an instance 
of it ! But it is. not merely the restraint imposed by 
law upon the consciences of the citizens, which 
alone assumes the name of persecution ; no, it may 
be in private as well as in publick ; it may be with 
spiritual as well as temporal authority ; and is not the 
less violent or unjust for the deliberate and impera- 
tive manner of its proceedings ! 

A SHORT time after the assault and trespass com- 
mitted by Hannah Clark, Susannah Haydock, and 
Jane Pearce, another committee from the women's, 
monthly meeting called on Barbara Evans. When 
they came John Evans was not at home, but return- 
ing shortly after, he found them conversing with his 
wife in the parlour. 

We cannot suppose, that after the circumstan- 
ces which took place between the other committee 
and John Evans, that this committee should be igno- 
rant of the prohibition of John Evans, against all per- 
sons coming to his bouse in a meeting capacity; 
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and from the general, as well as from the special 
circumstances of the case, the impropriety of the 
visit must have been evident to them. 

It was not expected, by John Evans ^nd his 
wife, that any committee from the meeting would 
again intrude upon them ; and from the habits of 
intimacy subsisting between them and this commit- 
tee, it was calculated to excite their feelings in no 
ordinary degree. Indeed the conflict between friend- 
ship and duty, was poignantly experienced on this 
occasion, John Evans now saw even the school- 
mates of his youth, and the friends of riper years, 
in the combination against him; contributing tQ 
augment that distress of mind, which had . already 
undermined his peace, and threatened a long and 
painful dispensation of bodily affliction. But let us 
here draw the curtail!': of ol^Uvion; let us consider 
the committee, in^pcud^ntly influenced by the soci- 
ety to comply with a duty, which, had they known 
the conflicts ,oT, they would have declined. 

The letter;' wrote them, on the occasion, by John 
Evans, must .however appear. — It contains some 
important facts, amongst which stands conspicuous, 
his desire of an accommodation with the former 
committee, Hannah Clark, Susannah Haydock, and. 
Jane Pearce, in relation to the trespass and assault 
and batterv. 

fCopg.J 

" Philada. 6th mo. 24th, 1807. 

" Respected Friend, 

" Mary Pleasants J 

** FROM the peculiar respect and esteem I view 
thee in, as well as thy family, and the remembrance 
of thy honourable progenitors, it is with extreme re- 
gret that I am under the disagreeable necessity tg 
address thee on a subject in which though I think 
thou must have done violence to thv b'^st feefin 
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to keep up thy iuipoitance in the religious society 
of the people called Quakers, and have no doubt^ 
from thy good understanding and sense of religion^ 
thou must have felt as Naaman did when he uttered 
this language : ^ In this thing the Lord pardon thy 
servant, that when my master goeth into the house 
of Riramon, to worship there, and he leaneth on my 
hand, and I bow myself in the house of Rimmon : 
when I bow down myself in the house of Rimmon, 
the Lord pardon thy servant in this thing.' 2d Kings, 
V. 16. I considered thy entering into my hotise in 
order to distress my wife, (a most worthy woman) 
and to endeavour to alienate her affections from me, 
and her marriage covenant to be broken,, is cruel. 
Great care is necessary in any interference between a 
man and wife : and the proceeding, as it regards Oty 
colleague Sarah Parrish, 1 consider equally repre- 
hensible ; and could we caU on our old pious school- 
master, Anthony Bennezet, he would inform you as 
he did me sometime before his. death, the Quaker 
society had its religious weaknesses ; — if then, when 
wise men governed, what must it be novr, when 
^ women are their counsellors, and children rule 
over them,' 

" I SHOULD have in silence kept those poignant 
feelings in my own breast, had there been the least 
degree of real love or christian charity in the society, 
and the civil rights of men been regarded in conduct- 
ing this business ; but now tacitly to submit to the 
erection of an inquisition of this kind against us, un- 
der the mask of love, is bidding good speed to tyr- 
anny and oppression. And although my dear wife 
and myself must experience, as a person expressed 
to me many years ago,^ who was disowned for a mor- 
al sentiment, that the Quakers had a way of perse- 
cuting, unknown to any other people ; but we trust 
an approving conscience will stand the test, and be a 
countei'poise against Jesuitical cunning and pharisa^ 
ical holiness, now practised against us, in the Qua- 
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ker society, although the actors may be like die 
Scribes and Pharisees formerly, having the upper- 
most seats in the meeting, and greeting in their little 
circles. 

" Having before mentioned my rights in civil 
society, as being invaded as it respects this transac- 
tion, briefly remark the facts. The women's month- 
ly meeting of the religious society of the people call- 
ed Quakers, appointed a committee of three of their 
overseers, and they in a meeting capacity, although 
the meeting had received a note from my wife, which 
they read in meeting, informing the cause of her pro- 
cedure, and expreissly ibrbid any person to call on 
her ; and both of lis verbally informed a number of 
active persons that we would not receive any person 
en that occasion; yet disregarding her and m]^ repeated 
assertions and civil rights, they forcibly' attempted to 
enter my house ; and when standing in my entr}% at 
the door, Susan Haydock-entered my house; Hannah 
Clark, by force and violence^ committed an assault 
on me and endeavoured to enter, which for a time I 
prevented ; and in consequence of the conduct of 
Hannah Clark, Jane Pearcewas alarmed, and having 
some defflnee of modesty, was going away, but called 
back by Susan Hay dock. I mentioned to them at the 
door^ as also in the house, the impropriety of their 
conduct ; and that I considered their coining wholly 
inadmissible, and an attempt to alienate the ^eotions 
of my wife, which is cruel in the extreme; that I de- 
sired them to inform the meeting that I considered 
it so ; and I now again repeat what I told them and 
you, when at my house, and request you will inform 
the meeting, that I do consider it a shameful viola- 
lion, or attempt to separate my wife's affections, and 
an insult under all circumstances of our rights under 
the protection of the civil laws and unprecedented. 
I also call upon you, in a meeting capacity, to in- 
form the meeting of the transaction; and if .the 
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monthly meeting does not deal \vidi Susan Hay- 
dock, Hannah Clark, and Jane Pearce, for the 
assault and battery committed on me, as is usual in 
such cases with other transgressing members, I will 
proceed legally against them ; but if the meeting will 
proceed against them as ofiending members, and 
they will send me a copy of their acknowledgment 
to the meeting, or the issue of the business, with a 
copy of the monthly meeting's minutes in the case 
of my wife ; and the offenders make a proper 
acknowledgment for their misconduct to me, consi- 
dering their sex, I will be satisfied, otherwise I shall 
be under the disagreeable necessity of a publick ex- 
posure of their conduct ; but would prefer a more 
private way in your society, as it might be a check 
to such tyranny and oppression in future ; and induce 
a serious thoughtfulness, not only to justice, but a 
respect to the common law of the land. 

** I Have not forgot that upwards of fifty years 
ago we were under the tuition of dear A, Bennezet ; 
and personally I highly respect and esteem you and 
your descendants; and while writing the remem- 
brance of your ancestors, I feel the pleasing sensa- 
tions that I had their friendship, and they my undis- 
guised esteem ; but as you have, for causes best 
known to yourselves, assumed, under most serious 
circumstances fully known and understood by you, 
entered into unjustifiable acts, and by it countenan- 
ced injustice, cruelty, and oppression, towards me ; 
and though as private friends I esteem }'ou, and par- 
ticularly my dear friend Mary ; yet as members of 
the monthly meeting in your society capacity, I ab- 
hor and detest the principles your conduct leads to 
support ; and believe the day is not far off, that both 
in Europe and America, if the various publications of 
dissentions, amongst the Quakers in London, Liver- 
pool, and Ireland, are to be credited, a serious schism 
in that body must be expected and unavoidable, un- 
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less the powers of a Spanish inquisition are vested 
in them, or a recurring to their first principles. And 
although painfully called on, to state plain truth to 
my friends, yet I do feel as before mentioned to you in 
a private capacity, a sincere good will and desires for 
your present health and true happiness. 

And am your friend, 

JOHN EVANS. 
*^ To Mary Pleasants aruT 
Sarah Parrish^ the com- 
mittee of the monthly meet- 
ing of the religious society y 
of the people called Qua- 
kers^ appointed to call on 
Barbara Evans.^^ 

" P. S. ALTHOUGH I have in the origin 
directed this to Mary Pleai^ants, as once my parti, 
cular and esteemed friend, yet in a society capacity, 
I consider the letter generally addressed fo you as a 
committee of the Quaker society, and in that point I 
wish it considered. 

•* Th e Original, of which the above is a true copy, 
was delivered by me to Mary Pleasants, on the same, 
or the next succeeding day of the date. 

J. E. REDMAN." 

BY the foregoing letter we observe, that though 
John Evans had been assaulted by a committee act- 
ing under the spiritual authority of the meeting, 
three months after he had been disowned, and other 
aggravating circumstances, which might exasperate 
the most calm and deliberate, and justify an appeal 
to a legal tribunal, yet he ^vas open to an amicable 
accommodation, and desirous of an immediate re- 
cognition of the circumstances in the Quaker society, 
that the offenders might not be exposed beyond 
necessity; but that a prompt determination might 
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part an end to a controversy so disagreeable to biiti 
and to them in the event of a legal prosecution. 

But instead of the performance of this reasona- 
ble and christian desire, it was treated with the most 
supercilious contempt^ as were all his former appli- 
cations* 

The mystery in vAiich the proceedings of the 
men's meetings were involved, and no act having 
taken place on their part, 4ndependent of ^lie assault 
and trespass, cognizable in a court, of justice, it 
was a matter of necessity, though of great r^c- 
tance, that the women were made defendants. The 
great princq)le of action, and indeed the object of 
the prosecution emanated from the proceedings of 
the men, and though the assault and trespass vpas 
used merely as the ground of the prosecution, in 
order to get at that otgect, this was of minor impor- 
tance with the plaintiff. So far^ therefore, from 
instituting this action for damages done by the 
women alone, it was to prove^ by means of the 
assault and trespass, a system of persecution by the 
male defendants against the plaintiff, while acting in 
the capacity of an assignee, in order to deprive him 
of the rights and liberties of a citizen! On this 
ground, the plaintiff contended, that after the act of 
resignation he was no longer a member of the Qua- 
ker society; — ^that therefore, all their proceedings 
subsequently, in relation to him and his wife, were 
subversive of their rights and liberties, and contrary 
to the constitution of the state, and of the United 
States, 

We have now exhibited the evidence in posses- 
sion of John Evans, as plaintiff in the late action, on 
which he rested the prosecution against the overseers 
and some of the preparative meeting committee. 

Relying on the clearness of this evidence, and 
the justice of his cause, he claimed a verdict from 
the court and jury. 
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It now remains to make some observations om 
the conduct of the defendants at the trial; conceiv- 
ing^ ourselves warranted by the freedom with which, 
dun-ifr th- discussion of the cause, they animad- 
verttci (.ri !i:o plaintiff for opposing their plans; 
ag.iih&i Vv ht) 1 ihey aimed the stings and arrows of 
re[»iO?..ch a^d icorn, without adducing a single fact, 
or any evidence whatever, that could warrant such 
proceedings. We will nol^ however, imitate the 
defendants, nor, like diem, advance general denun- 
ciationS) without submitting the evidence of facts, 
to support them* Nor will we preach the infallibility 
of our opinions, or influence the mind of the reader 
to accept of an inference, where there is no fact 
adduced. 

It was a matter of astonishment to the plainti£^ 
and to every one acquainted with the moral and 
religious principles of the Quaker society, that so 
much discussion should be excited, and so much 
stress laid on the alleged iildependence of the 
women's monthly nieeting. But as the avow- 
ed object was, to discharge die male defendants from 
the pending action, and under pretence of that dis- 
tinction, introduce them as witnesses against the 
plaintiff^ our astonishment is still more increased, at 
a measure, the tendency of which is subversive of 
the trial by jury, and the privileges of the plaintiff. 

However innocent the male defendants might 
declare themselves, the evidence submitted to the 
court did not ^low even probable cause for the 
motion ! But as they attempted to prove by argu- 
ment the independence of the men's meeting, and 
that the women's meeting only were responsible for 
the acts of the committee, we will now take up the 
subject, and show to a demonstration, by the evi- 
dence of facts, that no such distinction exists. 

The Book of Discij^line contains the rules and 
regulations of all the meetings, both of men and 
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t\'umen. The women, therefore, have no separate 
compact, or any rules of proceeding, uidependent 
of the Book of Discipline. There is no sexual 
difference recognized in the rules of discipline, 
either individually or collectively. The right -^of 
legislation, or the enactment of the rules of disci- 
pline, is vested in the men alone. 

A MONTHLY meeting consists of men and women 
jointly. They meet at the same time, though sepa- 
rated during the transaction of business ; and each 
forms a component part of the monthly meeting, 

collectivelv. 

The women exercise a special care over those of 
their own sex, in relation to moral conduct ; and 
in some instances, as assistants to the men ; but the 
right to excommunicate is vested in the men only. 

In case an appeal is made by a female, from the 
decision of the monthly meeting, it is considered by 
the men's quarterly meeting; and again, if continued, 
in the men's yearly iheeting. 

Th e women hold no real property under their 
association, but are admitted to enjoy in common 
with the men, the same places for worship and 
discipline. 

They have a fund for the assistance of indigent 
females ; but in cases of absolute maintenance, pro- 
vision is granted from the funds of the men. 

These facts being considered, it is matter of 
surprise that the men defend:uits should proceed to 
exculpate themselves from any participation in the 
action, under pretence of their independence ; nay, 
it is not only surprising ; but, when considered in 
another point of view, merits our indignation.— 
What! because the women, in their pious endea- 
\ours to reclaim a member, who (as they allege) 
had strayed from the flock, commit an assault and 
trespass upon the person and property of a citizen 
— the male defendants, availing themselves of a 
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preten(}ed independence, most heroically desert them 
at the moment when their company would have been 
most serviceable. We may ftnd a parallel to this 
dastardly action, in the fable of the woli' and the goat; 
I need not make the application. 
/ The motion made by the defendants' counsel to 
discharge the men, before any evidence was exhibit* 
ed to prove them innocent of the charges, was an 
infringement of the privileges of the plaintiff"; and 
an unjustifiable attempt to influence the court, and 
to invade the rights of the jury. 

If the plaintiff had made them defendants, to de- 
fraud them of their testimony, it was^in their power, 
if innocent, to prove it ; but as no evidence was 
given to this effect, an attempt to defeat the plaintiff, 
by discharging the principal defendants, was an un- 
justifiable imposition ; and merits the indignation of 
every friend to justice. 

But all the proceedings of the defendants during 
the progress of the trial, tended to excite prejudice 
against the plaintiff. The evidence adduced by them, 
was of the same stamp, and evinced the same prin- 
ciples which distinguished their proceedings in the 
meeting. 

All their witnesses, excepting Rachel Cruk- 
shank, an elder, were clerks of the meetings, or 
members of the preparative and monthly meeting 
committees, in the case of the plaintiff on the com-, 
plaint of John Field. The former interested offi- 
cially; and the latter influenced by considerations 
which would have influenced the defendants them- 
selves, had they been permitted to give testimony. 
If, therefore, in their evidence, the witnesses should 
admit the points which the plaintiff's counsel press- 
ed upon them, it would operate equally on them, as 
members participating in the acts of the defendants I 

The general tenor of the evidence, was the 
same as an argument.; where no fact$ could be 
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given, second-hand information was produced; and 
to bolster up their defence, the motives of the de- 
fendants' proceedings, were promulgcd to the court 
and jury by the witnesses, in their zeal to do them 
service ! The great hvej labour^ and forbearance^ 
which tlie defendants themselves alleged in justifica*. 
tion of their conduct, were echoed and reechoed by 
their witnesses. 

And in still further aggravation of proceedings 
so subversive of the rights of the plaintiff, the defend- 
ants were countenanced by the attendance of many 
hundreds of both sexes, members of the Quaker 
society ! some of whom vftnt preachers^ elders, and 
overseers! and many active and influential char- 
acters in the society. 

I WILL here inquire, Why this great assem- 
blage, unless to influence the court, jury, and coun- 
sel, with the magnitude of their interests as a reli- 
gious body, whose susceptibility oa the occasion 
supplicated the clemency of the court and jury in 
behalf of the defendants, to whom, in comparison, 
the rights and feelings of the plaintiflf were vain 
and feeble competitions ? 

I HESITATE not to State, the probable motives 
of the unusual concourse present, and the tendency 
of it ; and I appeal to those who were present, and 
who contributed to augment this influence, whether 
my inference b not correct ! 

The Quaker society hold up a testimony against 
all legal proceedings ; and if I remember right, tlieir 
discipline asserts, in relation to controversies in 
courts of law, " that nothing but the necessity of 
the case, can bring any of the members there. '^ 
Yet witliout any other necessity, than an unjustifiable 
assumption of privilege, several hundred men and 
a large number of women,* as if warranted by gos- 

* It was matter of surprise to many, and we believe, not 
befoi*e paralleled in Pennsylvania) that ;>uch a number of 
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^cl authority, availed themselves of the right to 
crowd the court, as though it had been One of thieir 
meetinghouses ! and, by giving daily attendance 
during the trial, showed by their anxiety, that they 
warmly participated in the interests of the defendants. 

The motive of such conduct cannot be doubted! 
On one side, the plaintiiF, without any other protec- 
tion than the common privilege of a citizen, counte- 
nanced by a spiritual assemblage only; a clear 
conscience and the evidence of duty, contended 
with the weapons of truth and justice, against four- 
teen defendants^ and several hundreds of others equal- 
ly interested! 

The plaintiff laboured under many disadvan- 
tages for want of information on the probable and 
principle evidence of the defendants. His counsel 
were instructed by allegations ; the facts could only 
be developed in the course of the trial* 

Th e y were ignorant of the discipline, on which 
rested the justification of the defendants, and 
consequently were not prepared to contend with 
that strength of argument, which an intimate ac- 
quaintance with it would have furnished them. 

The court could not be well apprised of the na- 
ture of a controversy, in which so many points were 
involved ; and it was a difficult matter, in an early 
stage of the trial, to mark out the boundary lines of 
the plaintiff's causcj to enable the court to give a 
clear decision upon the admissibility of evidence. 

The defendants, on the contrary, knew the 
evidence of the plaintiff, and the ground on which 
he rested the prosecution-. 

In the preliminary stage of the evidence, they 

FEMALE Quakers^ should regularly attend the court, durinj^ 
the trial, which lasted seven days ! neglecting their domestick 
concerns, for the litigations of the law, and assuminj^ a char- 
acter directly the reverse of that modest demeanour, which 
constitutes the ornament of their sex ! 
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Iproduced the Book of Discipline in support of their 
proceedings against the plaintiff. This the court 
admitted as obligatory upon the plaintiff, so long as 
he continued by consent under its operation. 

It was not, therefore, until the defendants them- 
selves evaded the decision, tbat the plaintiff could 
introduce any testimony in his favour ; and then the 
repeated ^objections of the defendants' counsel, and 
the arguments before the court, prolonged the cause 
to so late a period, that but a profile view of the 
plaintiff's evidence could be at all offered to the jury. 

In the action thus brought before the publick, 
the plaintiff considered not merely his own interests^ 
but the interests of his fellow citizens as eventually 
depending. It was not for the gratification of feel- 
ings altogether confined to himself; nor the vindi- 
cation of his own character from any real or sup* 
posed imputations, which might have attached in 
consequence of his controversy with the defendants, 
which induced him to appeal to the laws of his coun- 
try. No> he disclaims all resentment ; every mo- 
tive which in the opinion of the world he might 
justly advance, in the pursuit of redress from the 
tribunal of justice, for a nobler and more important 
object s the defence and liberation of the civil rights 
of every citizen^ from the imposing pretensions of 
religious tyranny ! 

And though in this patriotick cause, he knew 
the strength of opposition, and the exertions that 
would be made to defend the ecclesiastical Delilah ; 
yet he was not daunted nor cast down by the 
mighty power of his opponents ; but contended 
with a firmness and patience, which nothing short 
tA the evidence of duty and a clear conscience could 
have afforded. 

He contended for the rights and privileges of 
citizens, against a fearful combination ; — a combi- 
nation of spiritual and temporal authority, in which, 
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were invdvied the tranquillity and happiness of the 
citizen, and the welfare of the state. 

At his time of life, being near seventy years 
of age^ he could not anticipate the event ; nor pro- 
mise to himself the enjoyment of that liberty which 
was to succeed : — Nay, the mighty eflFort which de- 
stroyed this Babel of spiritual tyranny, might over- 
come the conqueror and prostrate him in the ruins I 
To posterity, therefore, he dedicated the cause in 
which he laboured, and to them he transferred the 
blessing ! 

The cause has been decided. — The ptUars of relu 
gious tyranny have been thrown down.-^^The prose- 
cutor has survived the conflict — and to his country 
and his Oodj he dedicates the feeble services he has 
rendered. — Trusting in the protecting arm of Provi- 
dence^ for support during the remairider of existence^ 
he will be enabled to look back upon the pasty with 
the consciousness of having performed an incumbent 
duty, to himself and fellow citizens. 
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'Ike folloming is a statement of the evidence delivered 
on the trial of Evans v. Yarnall and others^ for a 
trespass and assault and batter y^ which was found- 
ed upon the circumstances detailed in the preceding 
narrative^ 

THE suit %vas brought in the Supreme Court 
of the state of Pennsylvania, to March term, A. D* 
1S08, and was tried at a court of Nisi Priusy holden 
before judge Brackenridge ; the trial commenced 
on the 20th November, A. D. 1810, and was contin- 
ued by adjournments until the 27ih of November, 
A. D. 1810, when tlie jury returned their verdicts 

The action was brought by John Evans against 
Ellis Yarnall, Richard Humphreys, Jonathan Willis, 
Thomas Savery, Isaac Parrish, Caleb Carmalt, 



Benjamin Kite, John James, 

ham Ledden, John Elliott,*^ 

bert Haydock, and Susannah his wife, and Caleb 

Pearce and Jane his wife. 



David Bacon, Abra- 
Hannah Clark, Ro- 



'I7ie follcrwing pei^sons xvere the Jurors^ who were 
severally/ sworn and affirmed to try the cause : 

John Rugan, Daniel Shute, John L. Clark, John 
Uhler, Robert Ritchie, Samuel Fulton, Joseph Spen- 
cer, William Murdock, James Ker, Francis Engle, 
John Scobv, Thomas Mason. 



Counsel for the defendants : 

John Hallo well, William 
Rawle, and William Lew- 
is, Esquires. 



Counsel for John Evans : 

J. W. Condy, Moses 
Levy, Jarcd IngersoU, 
and Edward Tilghman, 
Esquires. 

IT is not intended to give the arguments of the 
counsel, either upon the opening of the case on the 

* Thc3? defendsrts died previous to the trial. 
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part of the plaintiflP or the defendants; upon tJit 
various points of testimony which presented thcHir 
selves during tlie progress of the trial ; or upon the 
concluding addresses to the jury. Much ability 
was unquestionably displayed by the professional 
gentlemen on either side, and the display of their 
arguments would shed considerable light upon the 
various transactions which occurred in this inter- 
esting controversy. The facts, in the cause, wc=pe 
pressed with considerable ingenuity, and the im- 
portant principles arising out of them, were elucida- 
ted and illustrated with abilky and force. — But it is 
foreign to the design of this publication, to present 
any thing to the publick, but the facts^ upon which 
alone it is wished that each one may form his own 
decision. 

Th e first evidence produced by the plaintiff, 
was the deposition of John Shepard. 

fCopyJ 

" In the Supreme Court of Pennsylvania* 

^ John Evans v. Ellis Yarnally Riclmrd Humphreys^ 
Jonathan fVillis^ Thomas Savery, Isaac Farrhh^ 
Caleb Carmalt^ Benjamin Kite^ John James j David 
JBacoTiy Abrm. Ledden^ John Elliott, Hannah Clark^ 
Robert Haydock and Susannah his "wife^ and Caleb 
Pearce and Jane his wrfe. 

" JOHN SHEPARD, a witness produced on tl>e 
part of the plaintiff in the above cause, being duly af- 
firmed, doth declare and say, that on, or about the 19th 
day of May, in the year 1807, this affirmant being ia 
the entry of John Evans's house, and the said John 
Evans then standing at the door, Hanrtah ClarL, 
Susan Haydock, and Jiane Pearce, came up to the 
door. The last mentioned woman, on her name 
being asked by John Evans when in 4he padoor. 
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acknowledged her name to be Jane Pearce^ wife of 
Caleb Pearce, and one of the overseers of the Qua- 
ker monthly meeting : the two first mentioned wo-, 
men, this affirmant did not at that time know ; but 
has since been informed of their names as abov€ 
mentioned, and verily believes his information to be 
eorrect. One of them then asked the said loha 
Evans, if his wife Barbara Evans was in ; John Evana 
informed them that pht was ; . but she was not well> 
and was lying down. They said they had called to 
see her ; John Evans then inquired of them, if they 
came in a committee capacity from the monthly 
meeting of Quakers ? they answered that they didw 
John Evans then told them,. that he would not admit 
them in his house ;. and that his wife would not see. 
any person, who was appointed by the meeting to. 
wait on her, as she had sent in her resignation of 
membership long before ; and that she had also v^ 
formed the meeting by note, afterwards, that she 
would not see any person on that account. After 
this, Hannah Clark stepped up and put her h^d or 
hands on the breast of John Evans, apparently, with 
an intention to force her way into his house :. then* 
John . E vans put his hand on her breast, and prevent- 
ed her entering for a time. Jane Pearce, who was 
apparently much alarmed at the assault, was return- 
ing towards Chesnut street ; but was called back, by 
Susan Haydock, who wai^ along side of John Evans. 
John Evans then retired into the entry, and they all 
followed him in. 

. " John Evans then informed them of the cruel 
and unjust treatment he had himself received from 
the Quaker society ; but they not satisfied with that„ 
endeavoured to alienate the affections of his wife, 
from him ; and had used those means to endeavour 
to effect it, by many of them calling on her ; that 
they had acted, to her improperly and unjustly ii\ 
exposing her name, repeatedly, as an offender, 01^, 
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the minutes of their monthly meetings ; £md tQ m,«. 
grease the cruelty of their actions, It was, when h^ 
w^is in a poor state of health, oQcasioued in ^ greats 
measure, by their unjust conduct to.wards him* 

*^ He aJso said, that as soitie gf thein |;\a4 Qome 
g distance, the laws of civility claiimed hin> ^j^s. sv^k* 
9i|p them to walk in the parlour and rest themselves,,- 
wluch the^ did ; at same time, John Evans requests - 
ed diis amrm^t ^^ {oh^ £^ Redms^ tP cpme into, 
Ithe parlour, as. witnesses^ tp what he should further 
communicate to them, whicji they accordingly did. 

*^ JoHii EvAKs then told them^ the said Hannah 
Clark, Susan Haydock, and Jane Poarc^, the impro- 
liriety of their coming, when they knew, that l^e had 
mentioned to a number of friends pf the Qua):er 
society, that he would not admit any perspn to com^ 
from the meeting to endeavour to ^ienate his wife's^ 
a&ctions from him* He thea again repeated what 
he had before mentioned tp, lii^m in the entry ; and 
entered into s^ full di^cussioA of ail the v^ripus cir-: 
Qumstanoes attending t^e business, froqA the origin 
•fljf it; including the cru^l and unjust treatment of 
the overseers in their retusing hi^i an opportunity tp 
state to them, in comply wit|i other friends,, the fects 
attendiug the business; of th^ refusing him the name 
of the accuser ; the accusatipn against him ; and the 
Book of Discipline ; apd pf their having dismissed 
the case, and finally si^ttled it. ^ut which they 
again re^umedy contrary to their positive declarations 
to a number of frjends, and brought it before the 
meeting without his knowledge or the knowledge of 
these friends, or ^ny conver^tioa with him or them 
on the subject ; together with many otheir circum- 
stances and particulars, which this ^^ifirmant does 
not now clearly recollect. About the clpse of the 
conversation, Barbara Evans entered the p£u-lour, 
being called by one of the maids, without the know- 
ledge of Jier husband. When ?he addressed the 

X 
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three women thus^ Thsct she Was mUcli sm^rised to 
find they had ^vaited on her, and that she had h9pcd 
"* somc,friendsof understanding in the meeting, would 
have prevented it. That as she liad sent in her resig- 
nation some time, and had since informed the meeting 
by a note, she would not see any person from them on 
the subject; their coming under such circumstances, 
was very improper. She also told them, how- unjust 
arid cruel they had belmved in this case ; that they 
had not taken up her resignation in proper time, 
though they had nothing against her, but kt it lay 
meeting after meeting, which she considered - cruel 
in the extreme ; and not only that, but the unjust 
treatment her husband had received, induced her to 
resign her right erf membership. John Evans, after 
this, forbid them ever entering his house again, or 
any other person coming in their capacity, and de- 
sired them tQ infc»in the meeting, that he considered 
it an attjempt by the meeting, through them, toalien^ 
ate his wife's Sections from him in his ill state of 
health, which he considered highly reprehensiblcf. 
And he also ififormed them, he would sue them for 
the assault and batter}?^ committed on him. 

" The women did not make much reply to 
what John Evans said-; except Hannah Clark, who 
appeared to have principally the communications, 
and who appeared full of religious consequence, 
and in a kind cf preaching tone she hoped, as John 
Evans and his wife had seen things in a better light, 
they might again see them as former]}-. In tlie 
course of the conversation, Hannali Clark twice 
interrogated John Evans whether he knew who she 
was ? he replied, that he knew her ; that she was the 
daughter of a worthy man^ Joseph Richardson, 
whose memory to him Avas like sweet smelling 
ointment. 

" The deponent being cross examined saitk, 
that he went apprentice to John Evans, th« plaintiff^. 
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ki the month of August or September, in the year 
I79I3 at the timQ he was in partnership with John 
Elmslie, junr. ; remained with him as an appientice, 
till the year 1 796, when hi§ term of apprenticeship expir 
red ; that he has lived in his family ever since, exQ^pt 
during his absence from this country, having sine^ 
been several voyages to sea, as supercaigo; in which 
voyages, Jis^ha Evans was partly concerned ; but ht 
always when X)n shore made his home at John Evans'« 
house. — He does npt know whether he will charge 
him for his board or not ; but does not expect he 
will. When he first went apprentice to him, this 
deponent was abotkt sixteen years of age. When 
the three women above mentioned first came up, ht 
was witiiin a yard or two from John Evans. He judges 
that it was Hannah Clark's intention, to, force hei* 
way into the house, from the circumstance of 
her putting her hand on his breast ; he does not 
recollect any eKpression she made use of at that 
time ; he cannot say she appeared angry, when she 
put her hand oh him ; or, that there was any thing 
like anger in htt tone or manne? ; she. s^d she would 
be glad to see his wife, Barbara Evans;: hie did not 
observe that John Evans talked louder than usual ; 
neither of the otier two women attempted to lay 
hands on him. To every thing that John Evans 
said in the parlour, the women made little or no 
reply, except Hannah Clark. He cannot recollect 
that any thin'g Was saidj by either of the women, 
that had a tendency to alienate his wife's affections 
from him ; but he conceives their coming there in 
that way, had thattendency. John Evans, when iti 
the parlour, said to them he esteemed them as citi- 
zens, and that as such, any thing in his house would 
not be too. good for them ; but Siat he did not wish 
to see them in any capacity from the meeting. And 
if they came there again in that capacity, their sex 
should npt protect them. ■ 




• ^ ** Wh«n the women first canie up> tifey haltaft 
%ii tiie pavinnent, and then asked John Evans if liis 
^%ife Was at hoine ? and were answered, yes; 'liiat 
'she was up stairs, unwell or lying down ; he asked 
Vhat they wamtiid with her ? they said, they wished 
to see her.- They thdn came upon the step outside 
^diedodr; Hannah €lark^ at the same time, putting 
iier hand on John Evan^^s breast, it was her open 
liand, he cannotsay whether it was m an easy -man* 
ner, or with fofce and violeitce. This Was all the 
assault he seen committed by any of the Women. 
John Evans did not endeavour to prevent her en- 
-teririg, in any other manner, than by putting his 
liand on her as abc/ve mentioned : <me of the wo- 
•men then appeared to be alarmed ^d was retiring. 
He cannot say, that either of the women q^ieared 
angry or enraged ; or that any angiy^ or loud irni- 
guage was made use of by any of them. It appean 
:ed, to this deponent, that tliey got into the entry in 
conseqtience:of John Evan&Vretiring. - John- Evans 
:gen^raUy speaks i<^d, so tbaX they who are not ac« 
quainted with him, : might suppose him to be angry, 
when he is not so. In this conversation, he did not 
jobserve that he spoke louder than usual. The con- 
versation of John Evans to the three women in the 
•parlour, as detailed in his tleposition, is .principally 
taken frdm a memorandiflti mfitde by him fouror-five 
months after it happened. 

^* Thte deponent being reexamined on the part 
of the plaintiff, saith, that John Evans, previous to 
Hannah Clark putting her hand on John EvaQs's 
breast, he forbid 'them coming in •vt^hen they were 
on the pavement. As to *the ^parficulai^s- of* the con- 
versation of John Evans m the 'parlour^ he speaka 
from memory aided by the 'memorandum. 

(Signed) JOHN SHEPARD.^* 

" Affirmed before me, X)(ot. Wthy 1808. 
TSigned) MICHAEL KEPPLE, aldnm. * 
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' ; ** AOREEDtobe rtai in evidence, in casie oif 

<;he%itite8S's^deatIk; absence from the istate ; or inalMft- 

ity to attend aH the trial^ ; savmg aU legal exceptiotai 

■:^- (Signed) JOHN HALLO WELU 

n attorney Jhr d^endmts* 

Octbr. llfA, 1808.?' - 

rCopyJ 

. ■ ' * 

^^ To the 'nUmthly meeting o/* the religious Sod- 
' ^ty of the" people called 'Quakers j in Philadelphia^ 

'* 8th nw.27thj 1806. 

" THE Subscribers consider themsekes no way 
^respc^sible to the society, and no longer as mem- 
, hers thereof; and this to oe recorded as their retin- 
i quisbment. 

(Signed^ JOHN EVANS, 

BARBARA EVANS/* 



• * 
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THE following tetter was offered by the • plain- 
tiff's counsel in evidence, and rejected by the 
>tK>urt ; biit was afterwards, atiinotber'st^;e of the 
cause, ^ offca^ and admitted. - It is therefcMTe insert- 
ed in this place, as it was intended to accomj^y 
and «xpkm the preceding letter of resignation of J. 
and B. Evans^ 

r Copy J 

" Philada. sih mo. 29^, iS06- 

♦^ Esteemed Friend, 

^Jbhn JBiddlej 

« I TRUST thou wUt do me the justice to hand 
this to the tiionthiy meeting, with the communica- 
tion iyiandi^ thee yestetday, as the cause of my 
adopting tfmt plsm>; as I am informed that the over- 
seers of the meeting brought forwarded a complaint 
to the preparative meeting yesterday^ thus : * Johii 
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Evans haying bad a diffidence with anqti^er member 
of this meeting, he declines seeing him by himself^ 
or in company of the overseers for its accommoda* 
tiop. The injustice of which will appear by the fol- 
}0¥v^ing certificate : . ^^^^ 

(Copy.) ^ 

" CALEB CARMALt called this day on Jolui 
Kvans, by direction, as he saicl? c>f the overseers of 
thje meettng,. ^nd informed John Evans> that bis case 
with John Field was to come before the next prepa- 
rative meeting. John Evans then demanded of 
Caieb Car jnalt, as an. overseer, the charges against 
hipi in Yjrriting ; the person who is tbe.accuser ; amd^ 
tlie Pi^cipline, of the society, to know where he ha^ 
transgressed. 

" He a^so requested an. opportunity of a confer- 
ence with the overseers in the presence of Doctor 
Griffitts, Thomas Harrison, Thomas Parker, David 
Bacon, and a few other judiciouii ii>^n, before his 
case c^me before ^e meeting ; but Caleb Cannalt 
^ve him no satisfaction, or any assurance, that his 
request would be granted, but insisted on its going 
forward. 

" Wb certify these to be true statements of facts,* 
as we were present the whole time, being called in 
by John Evans as witnesses. * 

(Signed) JOHN E. REDMAN, 

NATHANIEL HOLLAND. 

Philada. July 22cf, 1806." 

*' THIS being thecase, and the business allu- 
ded to having been before the overseers, at the* re- 
quest of John Field near two years ago, and finally 
settled by them ; and the writing objected to, return- 
ed \Q me, without any observations made by them 
on the occasion. They now bring itforwiird to^the 
preparative meeting, and not giving me an opporty- 
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iiity as revested, I considei* it by them a defematiim 
of my chai^cter, religious persecution, and a ten- 
dency in a civil point of view of obstructing my! 
:5|^ acting as an assignee in the line of my duty under the 
" trust, fi3r the benefit of his already long injured cre- 
ditors. And the ultimate wish and the governing 
principle of my conduct wasj equal justice to all, 
and an approving conscience. 

Thy fiiend, 
(Signed; JOHN EVANS. 

** P. S. My greai indisposition of a gouty com- 
plaint in my stomack^ has been much increased by 
t|ie ccmduct of JdHn Field. And the dverseiers' un- 
warantable conduct, has been one great cause of mjr 
a4(4)ting the plan of resigning my right of toember-' 
ship, as my weak state of heiJth could not bear the 
exercise that a continuance thereof would occasi9n. 

(Signed; ' J. E. * 

JOHNBnJDLE, 

Clerk of the monthly meeting^. 

" Please to hand this, as' I consider it as tlie* 
property of. the monthly meeting; ' J. E. 
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John £. Redman affirmed — I was a member of the 
monthly meeting, and handed the letter of resigha- 
tion to a person who -said he gave it to John Biddle; 
who was then clerk of the monthly meeting. The 
clerk introduces the business to the meeting. I 
came away immediately after delivering the letter to 
W. Dawson, who sat near to the clerk. I do not 
remember hearing John Biddle acknowledge receiv- ' 
ing the letter. 

John Biddle affirmed — I was clerk of the monthly ' 
meeting in August, 1806. I received a letter con-" 
taining the resignation : I cannot tell who handed it 




to me: I suppose it* h now in the ha^ds of my sucr 
ccssor, as clerk, and delivered oyer with others - 
papers bclonging.to the office. Samuel Battle is my 
successor in office-^ — It is not the custom to consider ^i 
such papers as discharging a per9on from bis, rights, 
imless it is accepted in the usual maonery and infor- • 
mation giyen him to appeal — There is no instance : 
of such a thing.* It is a new thipg,entirely— rl. 
think the copy now produced i? the same. 

THE next evidence offered, was a deed of 
assignment, dated 11th April, 1799, from J^n 
Field and wife and Jdl^n Field, ju^^ior, to John Eiraiis,' 
PhJMp Nicklin, Robert Smith, and Thomas Cliffond, * 
in trust for^the benefit of their creditors. This evi- 
dence wsus objected to by the defendants' counsel, . 
and withdrawn for the present. 

** jit a monthly meeting of Friends of Phladelpfm^ 
held the 21th of the ^d mo. 1^07. 

" UPON farther consideration of the paper laijtj 
before the naeet^ng by John and B^bam Evans, and 
that much patient labour hath been extended to-, 
wards him, on account of a difference between him 
an4 another member,'without the desired eflfect; and 
he having as stated on our minutes of last month re- 
linquish^ his right of membership with us, it is 
agreed that we no longer consider him a member of 

♦ The witness says, that a letter of resignation is a new * 
thing, $iod that there is no instance df its discharging a mem*, 
ber from his right in the society, unless it takes the usual ■ 
coarse ; that is, unless it is accepted in the usual manner. 
Thus then the witness affirms it to be an unusiral thing, no ib- ^ 
stance of it ; and yet it took the usual course, and was accept* 
e^ in the usual manner ! a solecisni, which the logical s|uU of 
^ disciplinarian can only understand \ ^bitok. 
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our religious society. Of which coociusion David 
Bacon and Samuel P. Griffitts are desired to inform 
him; 

Benjamin Ferris affirmedr^l a^i the clerk of th? 
preparative meeting, and have been so since May or 
June, 1806 — It is not a meeting of recced— They 
do not keep minutes — I believe there was something 
by way of complaint brought forward that year 
against John Evans — 1 suppose it came from the 
overseers, as usual, on a sm^ll piece of paper— -The 
first which I saw of the complaint was in Ais paper 
-*-I cannot say who made complaint to the over* 
seers — I cannot particularly recollect the complaint 
— The. substance of it was a refusal of John Evans 
to comply with the order of discipline in settling a 
dispute between him and John Field-*— The paper is 
probably destroyed— We do not keep those loose 
papers— I have a copy at homcr-^The business done 
in the preparative meeting is to be carried iOTward— * 
It is sent to the monthly meeting, and there record- 
ed — I do not recollect any letter of J(An Evans, of 
the 29th of August, 1806, coming into my hands— ^ 
I belieye that Elli§. Yarnall was an overseer of the 
monthly meeting, as well as Jonathan Willis, Isaac 
Parrish, Thomas Savery, Caleb Carmalt — I am not. 
certain as to Benjamin Kite, Caleb Pearce, or John 
James — I do not recollect to have heard any of 
Evans's letters read in the monthly meeting — I think '^ 
I recollect a letter of John Evans's that was brought 
forward to the monthly meeting, being committed to 
a few friends to examine — I cannot recollect any of 
the committee — I do not recollect whether John 
James was one of them, or whether they made any 
report — I have not seen that letter since— The mih:*. 
ute produced is in my handwriting, and is true, ]^4, , 
far as it goes. 

Y 
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Copy of a minute in the preparative meeting books^ 

'' Jug. 28, 180$. 

" A DIFFERENCE subsisting between John 
Evans and another member of Ihis meeting, John 
declines to see the party, either by himself or in 
company with the overseers, for its accommodation. 
The foUovvipg friends are requested to visit him 
and report to next meeting, viz. William Wilson, 
Abraham Ledden, and John FolwelU 

" 10th mo. 30th, William Wilson requesting, 
by a friend, to be released from his appointment in 
the case of John Evans, and the committee request- 
ing further assistance, John James, Samuel P. Grif- 
fitts, David Bacon, and John Elliott, are appointed 
to join them." 

Extract Jrom the minutes*^ 

. THE committee appointed were William Wil- 
son, Abraham Ledden, and John FohvelL . John 
James, Samuel P. Griffitts, David Bacon, and John 
Elliott were appointed to join them. 

The complaint could not be pending at the 
same time botli in the preparative and monthly meet- 
ings.* The preparative meeting carries the busi- 
ness forward to the monthly meeting. I took the 
paper from notes which I keep for my own regula- 
tion, as clerk of the meeting. I should not refuse 
• the monthly meeting a sight of those notes. The 
overseers of the monthly meeting never, that I 
know of, applied to me for them. I keep the notes 

* It is a fact, notwithstanding tlie witness affirms to the 
contrary. A committee vi^as appointed by the preparative 
meeting, on the 28th of August, 1806; and on the 29ih9 a 
committee was appointed by the monthly meeting. And as 
the case was not brought to issue until the month of February, 
1807, it follows, that the case was depending in the monthly 
and preparative meetings at the same time, though the wit- 
. ness declares^ that it could not be soy even if it was so. Ed. 
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in a small book. The committee was to report to 
the preparative meeting. The preparative meeting 
make a report to the monthly meeting — The whole 
complaint of the monthly meeting is in the first four 
lines of the paper of -the 28th of August, 1806, as 
follows : " A difference subsisting between John 
Evans and another member of this meeting, John 
Kvans declines to see the party, either by himself or 
in company with the overseers, for its accommoda- 
tion." I know of no letter from Evans to Ledden 
and Folwell, or to either of them. The letter of 
the 29th August, 1806, was never before the pre- 
parative meeting. There is no reference to that 
letter in the paper. There was no other report from 
the preparative meeting to the monthly meeting. 
The preparative meeting had no information of the 
resignation of John and Barbara Evans, before the 
committee appointed. 

John Biddle affirmed — I cannot remember the day 
I received the resignation of John and Barbara 
Evans. I think it must have been the day on which 
the monthly meeting assembled. I suppose it was 
in August. I do not recollect receiving it from 
John Evans's hands. I have no doubt it was hand- 
ed to me by W. Dawson, or some other person to 
me, as clerk. It is not customary to read any letter 
or paper, handed by individuals, until it is first cxa- 
mined by a committee appointed for the purpose, in 
order to see if they are proper. The letter of the 
29th August, 1806, was referred to a committee.* 

* Here the witness says, ai committee was appointed by 
the monthly meetin^^, in order to see if the letter of the &9tli 
August, 1 806, was proper to be read, and that this was cus- 
tomary ; thus, therefore, at the very time when the business in 
the meeting originated, it was known to the committee that 
the overseers had not done John Evans justice ; and yet they 
pretend in a subsequent page of the testimony, that they re* 
ceived the first intimation of the kind, from John E. Redman; 
at the meeting on the 25 December, four months afterwards 1 

Ep. 
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1 hav€ iiot minutes of the monthly meeting. Mjr 
isuccessor has. I cannot say whether the letter was 
reported to the meeting or not, but have no doubt it 
was. I believe the reasons of the disownment are 
stated at large on the books; so far as they are 
thought necessary to -justify the disownment. The 
conclusion is handed to the party with the right to 
appeal. No other reasons are on the minutes than 
on the paper handed to the party. A disownment is 
agreed to by the women ; it is concluded by the wo- 
men, and then ratified by the men. When there is a 
difference of opinion in the nfionthly meeting, those 
who have the least weight give up, and the matter is 
harmoniously settled. No vote is taken. Evans's let- 
ter was acted upon as such papers usually are.* The 
regular course is for the clerk to read a paper privately; 
he then informs the meeting such a paper is handed hi. 
A. committee is then appointed by the meeting. It 
%as so on this occasion, to the best of my recollect 
tion. The clerk says nothing of the contents of the 
letter or paper. I received a letter in January, 1807, 
>as clerk of the monthly meeting, from John Evans, 
which I suppose to be in the hands of my successor, 
•Samuel Bettle. 

Samuel Bettle affirmed-— I am at present the 
derk of the monthly meeting of friends in this cit)\ 
I have been assistant clerk, and clerk about nine 
years ; I have been clerk about two years ; I have 
'the minutes of the monthly meeting for the years 
1806 and 1807. 

(N. B. It was admitted that there is a society of 

* Evans's letter was acted on as such fiafiera usually arel 
And yet it was a novel thing— nothing of the kind havin«^ ever 
before occurred, &c — The idea of novelty cannot possibly be 
^ade to extend to the resignation, if auch fiafiera were treated 
as usual: but as it is a term applicable somewhere, we will 
note it in its proper place, and say, the conduct of the over- 
seers and committee wals novel and unprecedented! E». 
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people called Quakers in this city ; that they are not 
incorporated; and that Evans and the defendants 
were all members,) 

There is no minute of the 29th August, 1806, 
Tcspecting the letter of the 27th of August, 1806. 
John Biddle, Samuel Pleasants, Dr. Griffitts, Tho- 
mas Wistar, R. Smith, junr. John James, Samuel 
Settle, Joseph Crukshanks, and John Elliott, were a 
committee appointed on this letter. I do not know 
when, but it was according to uniform practice. 
The first notice that was taken of this case in the 
minutes of the monthly meeting was on the 30th 
January, 1807.* As to the relinquishment, it was 
referred for further consideration to the next meet- 
ing. On the 27th of February, 1807, there was a 
further consideration of the letter of resignation in 
the monthly meeting ; and John Evans was disown- 
ed, and no longer considered as a member of our 
society. The case of his wife was referred to the 
women's meeting, for their care. On the 26th 
March, 1807, one of the committee reported, that 
they had informed John Evans of the conclusion of 
the meeting on his case. A committee was appointed 
to hand him a copy of the minutes on his case. 
This closes the case of John Evans. I know of no 
other entry, so far as relates to John Evans. I found 
among the papers that passed to me, as clerk of the 
montUy meeting, two letters from John Evans to 
John Biddle, clerk of the monthly meeting ; one was 
dated the 29th August, 1806, the other was dated 
the 30th January, 1807. The committee of nine 
finally reported the letter of resignation, and not the 
letter of the 29th August, 1806. This letter of the 
29th August, 1806, was withdrawn by John Evans's 
own consent, as I understood; we showed great 

* The testimony here Riven, appeared from the minutes 
of the monthly meeting which were read to the jury. 
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forbearance to John Evans and declined eichibiting 
his letter. I do not know it of my own knowledge.* 
In May, 1807, Yarnall, Humphreys, Willis, Savery, 
Parrish, Carmalt, Kite, and Pearce, were all over- 
seers of the monthly meeting. 

Dr. Samuel P. Griffitts affirmed — Frequently 
in 1806, I conversed with John Evans on the 
subject of the complaint against him to the meet- 
ing. He showed me many papers, which he sup- 
posed to be interesting, before any complaint was 
exhibited to the meeting ; probably David Bacon, 
Thomas Harrison, and Thomas Parker, wore with 
me at John Evans's, but I cannot positively recollect. 
All I recollect is, that Evans understood his case 
was to go forward, and desired me to mention to the 
meeting not to proceed at that time.^ It was delay- 
ed for a time. I do not recollect that he asked for 
a conference with the overseers. I mentioned 
Evans's request to some of the overseers. John 
Evans always said, that he would meet John Field, 
if he gave him certain papers ; I do not recollect 
whether they related to the trust. Evans was for 

* This wiiness havinj^ first f^ivcn his evidence on suppos- 
ed facts, as thoup;h well acquainted with them, declares at 
lenj^th that he does not know them of his own knowledge- 
more anon! Ed. 

t The evidence here given by this witness is altogether 
in extenuation of the defendants ; almost every material 
point, was entirely forgotten. The indisposition of the plain- 
tiff is slightly touched ; and the fact of the conference request- 
ed by the plaintiff of the overseers, not recollected. Nay, 
although tliis witness was an active member of the preparative 
meeting committee, and one of the principle persons concem- 
«fd in the origin of the complaint, to whom the overseers re- 
fused a conference with John Evans ; and with whom they had 
agreed to dismiss the complaint ; yet he appeared to know 
very little of the matter between the plaintiff and defendants. 
It was chiefly owing to the professional avocations of this 
"witnessj that he was not made one of the defendants ! Ed. 
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some time complaining as to his health. He com-, 
plained a good deal, and with reason; 1 was his 
physician. He was about at times. I believe the 
proceedings were never taken to the meeting of suf- 
ferings^ nor the proceedings in this suit. 

Hannah Elliot affirmed- — I was clerk of the wo- 
men's monthly meeting, in 1806 and 1807. It re- 
ceived a letter of resignation from Barbara Evans. 
I do not recollect the date. I believe it was the day 
after it was written, and the day previous to the 
monthly meeting. A letter from Barbara Evans 
dated 26th February, 1807, was handed to the meet- 
ing the next day, and the paper of resignation of 
Barbara Evans was at the same time handed to us 
from the men's meeting. 

(Copy.} . 

" Philadelphia^ 2d mo. 26th, 1807. ^ 

*' Respected Friend, 

** I EXPECT the resignation of my right of 
membership, will be handed from the men's to the 
women's monthly meeting to-morrow. 

" The cause that has induced me to this, is the 
unjust treatment my husband, Johri Evans, has re-^ 
ceived from the overseers of the men's monthly 
meeting ; and has occasioned me (and not religious 
dissent) as a faithful wife to an affectionate husband, 
thus to protest against such unprecedented conduct, 
which I consider he has received from the society, 
by the means of the overseers of said meeting. 

" I WILL not see any committee from the meet- 
ing on the subject. 

Am thy friend, 
(Signed) BARBARA EVANS. 

"HANNAH "EAAAOTT, clerk of the. women's 
monthly meeting. 

" To the women^s monthly meeting'] 
of the religiomt society of the people j> 
called Quakers in Philadelphia.^ ' J 
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** THE original, of which the above is a true 
copy, was delivered by me to Hannah Elliott, on 
the day of the date. 

JOHN E. REDMAN." 

Nathaniel Holland^ affirmed — I was at John, 
Evans's when Caleb Carmalt called ; I think it was 
in 1806 ; I came in when they were in the parlour^ 
Evans asked Carmalt if he came as an overseer ? He 
said he did, or by the direction of the overseers. 
Evans demanded of him, in writing, the name of 
his accuser ; the nature of the accusation ; and the 
Book of Discipline, to know wherein he had trans- 
gressed ; Carnxalt made little or no reply, but in- 
formed him, that his case would be brought forward 
at the next meeting. I rather think I heard thi^ 
whole conversation, but am not positive. 

John E. Redman affirmed — 1 was at John Evans's, 
on the evening of the resignation, and understood 
that it had been given in to John Buddie. John 
Biddle was there when I went in:* After he left 
the house, I understood it. I saw, the ne:^t day, a 
copy of the resignation, dated 27th August, 1806, 
which Mr. Evans kept. 

The testimony on the part of the plaintiff having 
closed here^ Mr. HalkrweU opened the case on the 
part of the defendants^ and then produced their 
testimony. 

Hannah Elliott affirmed — I have here the minutes 
of the women's meeting. 

* The witness refers to the resignation, as having beea 
written and handed to the clerk of the monthly meeting on 
the evening of the 27th August, 1806, being; the day prcvioua 
to the sitting qf the preparative meeting. Eo^ 
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•. * Minutes of the women* s monthly meeting. 

** 27th of 2d month (Fel?ru^!;y) 1,807. A papey 
handed us from men friends, signed by John ancil. 
Barbara Evans, stating that they consider themselves 
in no way responsible to the society, and no longer 
members thereof. Also a letter was received from 
her to the meeting, explaining her reasons. Friends 
were much exercised under aflfecting circqmstances, 
and leave it under consideratign to next month. 

" 26th of 3d month (March) 1807. The pro- 
posal of Barbara Evan§ again revived and referred 
to a future meeting. ^ 

". 30th of 4th month (April) 1807. — Again re- 
sumed under weighty consideration. It was the 
judgment of the meeting, that it would be right at 
least to obtain a conference with her; Hannah 
Clark, Susannah Hay dock, and Jane Pearce, were; 
appointed." 

NONE of the men defendants w:ere consulted 
as to the appointment of this committee ; they had! 
no knovyledge of it ; they never have any knowledge 
of the proceedings of women's meetings, until they 
^e regularly brought before them by message. The 
men's meeting were in no manner concerned in 
making the appointment, but tlie women exclusively 
were. Complaints against the women are always 
made to the women's meeting. This was an ex- 
ception, as she was joined with her husband. They 
^e acted upon in the women's meeting, iVfter the 
labour of the women, and they have done all they 
can, the result is reported to the men's meeting, 
who, alone of themselves, issue a testimony of dis- 
Qwnment. If the men thmk it necessary, they draw 
up a testimony qf disownment. There was no 
charge against Barbara Evans. The first introduc- 
tion of her name was in consequence of the paper 
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refinquishing her membership, which came from the 
men's meeting. The men have no agency in cases 
of women, until a report is made from the women's 
to the men's meeting. Hannah Clark's hearing is 
very defective ; she is verj^ deaf; she draws near to 
a person when speaking to him ; she is often ob- 
served to put her hand on the arm of the person she 
wishes to speak to. I am well acquainted with John 
Evans, his usual tone of voice is very loud whea 
interested in a subject. 

Rachel Crukshanks affirmed — I have knoHvn Han- 
nah Clark upwards of thirty years, and intimately 
for fifteen years; she has been very deficient in 
hearing many years, but more so for the last twelve 
years. One must come near to her ear and raise his 
voice to be heard by her.* It is usual \vith her,, 
to lay her hand on the arm or breast of ther person 
she is speaking to. 

Samuel Settle affirmed^^l was one of the com- 
mittee appointed to take the resignation and the let- 
ter accompanying it into consideration. One reason 
of not reading the resignation at the monthly meeting, 
was, because it was accompanied with a condition 

* It may be remarked in this place, that although Hannah 
Clark is declared to be hard of hearing, yet it is not contend- 
ed that the other women had any failing of this kind. If, 
therefore, they in coming to the plaintrff's house, were pro- 
hibited admission, it was the duty of those who heard, to pre- 
vent the attempt by giving some kind of signal of information. 

When in the parlour, there were no visible signs of deaf- 
ness, but Hannah Clark, whose deafness is now so strenuously 
urged in her defence, was principle speaker ! 

But even admitting her deafness to be as great as the evi- 
dence declares ; it affords an instance of the superior judgment 
of the meeting, to select, and send a deaf woman to converse 
with, and convert by argument a strayed member ; who was 
not capable, by reason of that deafness, to maintain a conver- 
sation i £i>» 
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that the letter assigning his reasons, should be slso 
read. A second reason was, that the subject was 
novel and important, and it was, therefore, thought 
proper to deliberate upon it. A third reason was, 
that we were desirous to let John Evans have time 
for consideration. And the fourth reason was, that 
we were desirous that John Evans might not debar, 
the society from examining into the injustice, which, 
he alleged, had been done him in certain concerns, 

We took great pains with him : every thing was 
done in the spirit of brotherly love,* and took the 
course that has appeared. 

Wh e n there is a djjfference between two mem- 
bers, it is the diity of the overseers to procure a 
meeting of the parties. If one refuses, the over- 
seers are bound, after every effort, to report the 
case to the preparative meeting, whose duty it is to 
take every germ of hostility away. 

After the case had been in the preparative 
meeting a short time, a young man arose, and said, 
John Evans was not satisfied with the conduct of 
the overseers in this business. In consequence of 
this, the meeting deliberated, and delayed the pro- 
ceedings, and directed the committee to e:i^amine 
into the fact, and see whether the overseers had 
proceeded according to discipline. I do not know 
what took place in that committee. This was before 

* This witness having been examined on the part of the 
plainiifT, is no\y examined by the defendants, to ■ whom he 
makes a general confession, not only of what he knows, but of 
wliat he has heard ! No less than four reasons are stated why 
the defendants did not immediately accept the plaintifTs resig- 
nation ; and at the back of thsse he has patched a fifth, by way 
of an appendix ; that is, that they took a great deal of pains 
with him) and every thing was done in brotherly love ! both of 
what he knew and what he had heard. Such, for instance, as 
bringing his case before the meeting contrary to discipline ; 
refusing the name of the accuser, the accusation, and the Book 
of Discipline ; denying him the light to resign ; suppressing 
all letters written by him for the information of the meeting ; 
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flic resignation went to the monthly meeting.* This 
ivas on the 25th of December, 1806. On the 28th 
of January, 1807, the committee reported, that the 
proceedings were according to discipline; but as 
John Evans was sick, tlie business was continued. 
On the 26th of Februar}'^, 1807, the committee 
reported, that they had nothing further to report iii 
John Evans's cas^, and it was directed to be carried 
forward to the nionthly nieeting. 

When there is a drflference among females, an 
accommodation is to be had ainong themselves. Our 
discipline is taken from the precept of our Saviour— 
If there is no accommodation, the case then goes 
to tte pre^ative meeting of the women; thence 
to their morithiy meeting. Then the women's 
meeting send it by message to the men's meeting-^ 
There the women rest it, and the men take cogni* 
zance of it for the first time. If the men are satis- 
fied with what the womtn have done, they appoint 
two persons to draw up a testimony of disownment. 
The men's meeting had no knowledge of the wo- 
men's proceedings, until the 28th of May, 1807. 
Women and men have different funds — ^Where 
there is a disownment, a comniittee is appointed to 
/take it to the party; to give him a copy, and inform 
him of the right of appeal — There are two appeals ; 

keepinj^ his case near seven months pending in both the pre- 
parative ^fid monthly meetings ; at length disoivning him ; 
and three months after disownment, by way of further proof of 
the same kind of brotherly love, committing an assault and 
trespass upon his person and property I ! 

The zeal of this witness, was pretty evident ; he gave manjr 
loving proofs of the pure motives of the defendants, in their 
proceedings against the plaintiff ; in consideration of which, 
his wife was the next month installed into the holy office oif 
overseer ! Ed. 

* How could it be possible that the resignation did not gd 
to the monthly meeting until after the 25th December, 1806, 
when a committee was appointed upon it^ in August preceding. 
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one to the quarteHy meeting, and from thence to the 
yearly meeting. I do not know what the dispute 
between Evans and John Field was, nor what was 
the caluitiny. There was no other difference iit 
Evans's case, from other cases; except an unusual 
degree of forbearance and attention to John Evans. 
The monthly meeting are not authorized by the dis- 
cipline to disown, without visiting, the party, except 
it be for a crime, or in case of his absconding — 
The Book of Discipline is kept by the clerk of each 
meeting of business — Each member has a right to 
call (or it and read it — It is frequently done. The 
same meeting that makes iht preparative, makes 
the monthly, meeting — The most material parts of 
discipline are read several times a year, in the 
monthly meeting,* and the whole annually — Every 
member of the monthly meeting may state his sen- 
timents — The clerk takes the sense of the meeting, 
in a minute, and reads it: if it is not objected to, 
it is concluded to be acquiesced in — ^No vote is 
taken: if a number are dissatisfied, we wait patiently 
until there is a general acquiescence.f All is on an 
equality. I never heard John E. Redman take a 
•part, except on the one occasion which I mentioned^ 
—the meeting agreed to his proposition. I do not 
think he specified any thing in particular; but only 
the general conduct of the overseers. There was 
an appearance of dissatisfaction by an individual at 
what John E. Redman said: I did notliearit; it 
was at a distance. 

* The term several timesy may imply from two to twelve, 
or more, as the reader pleases ; which will afford as correct an 
idea of the number, as the hearer obtains of the matter, thus 
read, by piecemeal ! Ed. 

t We may contrast this testimony with the report of the 
proceedings in the meetii^s, where we find the general ac- 
' quiescence here spoken of, is altogether compulsory. The 
majority in influence, not in number, govern the proceed- 
ings ; and although fifty of the second grade should disappro- 
bate, the influence of five of the first grade would more than 
counterbalance the opposition 1 £d. 
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* Article Disciplinej page 35. " After a 
charge against a imember for disorderly conduct, is 
entered on the minutes of a monthly meeting, he or 
she should not he, permitted to sit in any of our 
meetings for discipline, till the case is issued and 
the monthly meeting satisfied." 

I HAVE been clerk and assistant clerk for nine 
years, during which time the practice is as has been 
related. When John £• Redman spoke in the pre- 
parative meeting, some person said, he ought to sit 
down ; but he was overruled, and the examination 
entered into. 

N, B. (The counsel of the defendants here 
offered Jonathan Willis, oi^ of the defendants, a& a 

* The discipline "vras here read as evidence^ But in col* 
lecting the evidence from the notes of counsel, the . disd^oe 
is referred to in a {general way« 

It was the design of the compiler to have exhibited all 
the evidence given at the trial ; but as the discipline was not 
In his possession, and no part of that which made evidence in 
this case, excepting page S^^ known to him, he made several 
applications to members of the society for the purpose of 
introducing it, but could not obtain it. 

The following letter was also written to the clerk of the 
monthly meeting on this occasion, which will show the desigil' 
of the compiler, and the difficulty he experienced in endeav- 
ouring to obtain this part of the testimony. 

Philadelphia^ I2th mo. 31, 1610. 

John Evans respectfully requests Samuel Bettle> as 
clerk of the monthly meeting of the religious society of the 
people called Quakers in Philadelphia, to furnish him with the 
-extracts from the Book of Discipline, as per the annexed list. 

John Evans wants them, to insert, as evidence produced 
on tJie part of the defendants at the late trial. If it is not con- 
venient to hand the extracts, if Samuel Bettle will lend him the 
Book of Discipline, John Evans will have them copied. And 
he pledj^es his word, that it shall be early returned, and that no 
person but J. E. Redman, who will Gopy the extracts, shall read 
the Book. 

■ 

John Evans has been to J. Hallowell, Esq. and made a 
Hke request, but he has returned the Book of Discipline. He 
has also been, and sent to J. R. Flopkins, Esq., but cannot pro* 
cure the extracts or the Book. 
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witness for them. The plaintiff's counsel objected 
to it, and the judge decided that he could not be a 
witness. ) 

John Folwell affirmed — ^W, Wilson, Abraham 
Ledden, and myself, were the committee appointed 
by the preparative meeting on the 28th August^ 
1806, to see Evans on the subject of the difference 
between him and Field. Wilson wished to be ex- 
cused, and I believe he did not go. We had one 
or two conferences with him, in that or the next 
week. I cannot say a great deal of what passed ; 
we were received kindly ; I cannot say that we had 
more than one meeting with Evans ; I think we had 
two, but am not certain. I believe we verbally 
mentioned to Evans, what had been reported to the 
preparative meeting. I do not think that Evans 
then asked for the Book of Discipline. Within two 
months after^ I visited him ; he complained of not 
having the Book of Discipline. I said, I thought 
it was' a mistake, for that the Book was open to every 
body. I got it for him and left it at his house ; he 
kept it for two or three days ; as long as he pleased. 
At the next preparative meeting on the 25th Sep- 
tember, 1806, four other friends, John James, David 
Bacon, John Elliott, and Samuel P. Griffitts, were 
joined with us to assist us. We visited Evans 
three or four times. I do not recollect how the 
committee got together; I suppose they informed 
one another ; we met in the evenings at Bfcrans's. I 
do not recollect that Evans objected to meeting us. 
He was once or twice a little irritated; our con- 
ferences were quite friendly, and according to the 
usual practice of' friends. I do not recollect that he 
said any thing about his resignation ; we told him, 
that we waited on him as a committee of the 
meeting. I do not recollect any conversation as to 
a member's mentioning the irregularity of the over* 
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seers. I do not recollect that he told the committee, 
that he did not think himself subject to church dis-,^ 
cipline. We visited him every month; in som^ 
months, two or three times until the report was 
made. John Evans, at times, during these visits 
was a good deal complaining. I do not recollect 
that Evans retracted or wijthdrew his resignation. 
John Evans handed us, or one of us, a letter ; I be- 
lieve also an account current. I caiinot recollect tob 
any certainty the letter handed to us. 

N. B. (Here the plaintiff's counsel offered ie^ 
evidence the letter of the 24th September, 1806» 
from John Evans to the committee of which Folweli 
was one. This evidence was objected to by the, 
defendant's counsel; but on argument, the judge 
admitted it. The copy was proved by John E. 
Redman.) 

fCopuJ 

'' Philadelphia^ 9th mo. 24thy 1806, 

■ * . 

" Respected friends, 

*^ Abraham Ledden^ 
" John Folwell, 

" AGREEABLY to your request yesterday^ 
I now give you information in writing, of the cir- 
cumstances attending of John Field, the oyerseers 
of the monthly meeting of the religious society of the 
people called Quakers, in Philadelphia, and myself. 
" ThIi report they made to the preparative 
meeting is false; as I did agree to see John Field, 
on condition of his delivering to me the title papers^ 
relating to the deeds of trust, which in a joint let- 
ter to him from all the assignees, he was desired to 
do; but which he has not complied with, though he 
had the letter eight or ten weeks previous to the 
overseers, calling on me, and which I informed the 
overseers pf. 
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"I BID then, and do now, consider their interfe- 
rence improper; as I know of no cause of com- 
plaint; and though requested, they would not give 
a specifick one, or any opportunity of seeing them 
in company with those respectable friends, men- 
tioned in the annexed certificate; and I consider 
their conduct a defamation of my character, and ah 
infringement of my religious and civil rightis, as one 
of the trustees to the estates of John Field and John 
Field & Son ; and it gives him encoun^ement to 
oppose the execution of the trust to his already 
much-injured creditors^ and the treatment is cruel 
and unchristian. 

Am your friend, 
vSigned) JOHNEVANS.'* 

" CALEB CARMALT called this day on John 
Evans, by direction, as he said, of the overseers of 
the meeting, and informed John Evans, that his case 
with John Field was to come before the next prepa- 
rative meeting. John Evans then demanded of 
Caleb Carmalt, as an overseer, the charges against 
him in writing ; the person who is the accuser ; and, 
the Discipline of the society, to know where he had 
transgressed. ' 

"He also requested an opportunity of a confer- 
ence with the overseers in the presence of Doctor 
Griffitts, Thomas Harrison, Thomas Parker, David 
Bacon, and a few other judicious intn^ before his case 
came before the meeting ; but Caleb Carmalt gave 
him no satisfaction, or any assurance, that his request 
would be granted, but insisted on its going forward. 

" We certify these to be true statements of facts, 
as we were present the whole time, being called in 
by John Evans as witnesses. 

(Signed) JOHN E. REDMAN, 

NATHANIEL HOLLAND 

Fhilada. July 22rf, 1806." x 

• ■ ■ • ' ' • A a 
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'' A COPY of the above letter and certificate was 
handed by me to Abraham Ledden, on the morning 
of the preparative meeting*, 

JOHN E. REDMAN." 

Robert Smithy junior^ affirmed — I was one of the 
committee of nine, appointed by the monthly meet- 
ing when Evans's letter of resignation and other 
letter were handed m to the clerk. I did not call on 
Evans or converse with him. The reason why the 
resignation of John and Barbara Evans was so long 
kept off of the record, was, that the. novelty of the 
circumstances induced some hesitation. It was an 
unusual occurrence. In die second place, the resig- 
nation was accompanied with a letter containing a. 
request that the letter might be brought forward 
with the resignation. In the third place we appre- 
hended, that as it appeared to us a hasty proceeding 
on the part of John Evans, he might, perhaps, be in- 
duced to change his mind ; we hoped, that by de- 
laying his case, he might be prevailed on to change 
his mind. It was the duty of John Evans to see 
another member, eidier alone or in company. All 
our rules of discipline are in print ; the last edition 
included all. The committee received from Evans, 
letters or pajpers. I carried what were handed to me, 
to the committee of nine. They appeared to be on 
subjects foreign to our appointment. We took no 
notice of them. 1 do not know what became of 
them. I do not recollect in any other case, papers 
presented. Papers which are deemed important are 
taken care of by one of the committee, and deposited 
with the clerk if it be thought proper to preserve 
them.* 

[N. B. Seepage 157.] 

* This witness as well as all the others was a party to the 
proceedings of the defendants, he being one of the monthly 
mesting committee, who, {m he himself declares, did not deem 
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John IE. Redman affirmed — I was present dK 
livans's, when the committee of the preparative 
meeting were there. They said they came to con- 
fer on the business of John Field ; Bacon^ James, 
Griffitts, and Elliott, were present. They said, they 
came in consequence of the complaint of John Field 
to the overseers of the meeting. Evans told them, 
that as he had resigned his right of membership in 
the society, he did not conceive they had any right 
to call on him at all. Some conversation took place* 
But as they had come, he admitted them to a con- 
ference. He stated generally, the business of Field; 
that he was acting as assignee to him and him & 
Son ; that all the assignees had in April, 1806, 
written a letter to Field, demanding the title papers 
belonging to the trust, which had been frequently 
repeated, but that the assignees had never obtained 
them ; that he was the acting assignee appointed by 
the other assignees, and particularly requested by 
them to obtain those documents ; that he knew of 
no cause of complaint between himself and John 
Field ; but he was wiUing to accommodate the meet- 
ing and meet John Field, if Field woujd dcliv^er the 
title papers to any other of the assignees for Accuse 
of the creditors. At the same time, I read to them 
a letter, which he wrote to them on the 19th of De- 
cember^ 1806. I banded it to them, and they took 
it away with them. The committee then went away. 



the letters from John Evans to be important) or worthy of being 
preserved ! He echoes the alleged novelty of the act of resig- 
nation, and gives three reasons why it was not acted on. On 
the novelty of this business different opinions are entertained) 
as we observe by the certificate of John £. Redman) of the SOth 
of January, 1807, wherein it appears that Thomas Parker said) 
It was not the first time such things had been done ; and, also, 
the opinion of Thomas Wistar, who observed, That any person 
had a right to resign in any religious or civil society whatever. 

£d. 
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(Copy^J 

Philada. 12th mo. 19, ISOS- 

'' JOHN EVANS being deeply depressed wkK 
the cruel and unchristian treatment he has received 
from the overseers of the monthly meeting of the re- 
ligious society of the people called, Quakers, of Phi- 
ladelphia, although he considers the persecution from 
them not often paralleled, it being a defamation and 
a libel on his character ; yet he has no objection of 
seeing John Field in the presence of David Bacon, 
Abraham Ledden, John James, Samuel P. Griffitts, 
Johii Folwell, and John Elliott, although he consi- 
ders them as having no claim to the same, provided 
John Field will deliver to John Evans all the papers 
relative to the deeds of trusty as per letter dated ISA 
April last, ordered /by all his assignees under the 
deeds of trust. And from a desire to give them an 
opportunity, John E^vaiis further agrees -to accom- 
modate, that if John Field will deliver all those pa- 
pers alluded to, to either of his assignees, and they 
will certify that they have received the same, as a 
bona fide deposit, for the use of his creditors, he will 
still go further, meet him in company with tliose 
friends above mentioned. 

DAVID BACON, and others. 

" • • < 

I WAS at the preparative meeting on the 25di 
becembcr, 1806. 

The clerk stated the case of John Evans, and 
desired the committee to make report. I made 
minutes of the transactions in this meeting a short 
time after. ^ David Bacon reported, that they had 
laboured with John Evans in great • love, but were 
sorry to state, they could not reconcile him to that 
member. They must make the report final, and leave 
it to the meeting. The meeting was silent some con- 
siderable time ; as I had heard one of the committee 
the day before declare, he would state the whole of 
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tiie facts on the subject, (John Elliott) I rose with a 
view to prompt him to his duty in that particular. I 
did not go with an intention to speak. I was not in 
habits of speaking in the meeting. I said, I hoped 
the committee would do John Evans the justice to 
state the grounds, on which they founded their re- 
port. None of the committee said a word at that 
time. I rose again and stated that the minute made 
by the overseers was iiicorrect. That John Evans 
did agree to see that member. He had said so to- 
me, and repeatedly to the committee, provided he 
would comply with requisitions with which he had 
not complied. I recollected the committee had been 
furnished with a letter on the 19th of December, 
which I called on them to produce. I mentioned 
also my opinion of it ; that it would throw consider- 
able li^ht on the subject. Some person asked for 
the minutes of the meeting ; the clerk said that he 
had not brought it with him. They sent for the 
minute and it was produced and read. I then rose 
again and stated tliat it was inconsistent, and the 
name of the member who had complained ought to 
be inserted on the minute, in order to an examination 
of the merits of it. I observed John Field sitting in 
the meeting. Thomas Wistar said, that if the com- 
mittee had any information, they should state it ; I 
then, I believe, again rose and told the meeting, that 
the overseers had never called on John Evans in an 
official capacity. That I was present at the inter- 
view, and heard him ask them, Whether they came 
as friends or as overseers ? and they answered, that 
they did not come as overseers, but as friends to the 
parties only. I oiFered to confirm it on affirmation. 
I also mentioned what I conceived was- an inconsis- 
tency ; how could they as friends have access to 
John Evans ? as such obtain his sentiments, and as 
overseers report to the meeting ? I went further, 
when I spoke of inserting the name of Field ; men- 
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tioned that it would give Friends an equal oppdrttw 
nity with the committee, of contrasting the charac- 
ters of the two opponents. James Pemberton then 
rose ; he said that he had known John Evans from a 
boy ; that he Avas a man of unexceptionable charac- 
ter, and believed he was willing to do right, provided 
they had proceeded in a proper manner. He insist- 
ed on the propriety of inserting Field's name on 
the minute. Peter Andrews next spoke on the 
subject; he said when things began at the right 
way, usually came out right ; but in this case they 
did not look straight. Thomas Savery then rose 
and said> he was sorry to see this place made a place 
of controversy, and that it ought not to be so. 
James Pemberton replied, that it was a place for 
controversy, and where facts ought to be made 
known and investigated. Several Friends spoke On 
the subject, stating the inconsistency in which the 
matter appeared. Thomas Wistar said, it seemed 
so mangled and inconsistent, it was not fit to go 
forward. I again rose and apologized for what I 
had said, as the meeting appeared unacquainted 
with facts. Samuel Bettle rose and said, it was 
customary to appoint committees on such cases to 
collect facts, or rather to investigate matters, and de- 
cide thereon, and then report their decision to the 
meetinsj:. I again rose, stating that I did not agree 
with his premises, nor his conclusions ; for as he 
stated it, it would be deciding upon a decision. 
That the facts ought to be made known, otherwise 
it would be deciding without facts, and concluding 
without premises. I then stated some similar case ; 
adding, first do justice to the party accused, by pla- 
cing him and the accuser upon an equal footing. 
That 1 was confident when this was done, Evans 
would sec that person ; that he had said so to me 
and repeatedly to the committee in my presence, 
provided he would comply with certain requisitions 
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of which the committee knew. I then told them I 
should say no more on the subject. John James 
then rose and said, he was soiry the young man ex- 
posed himself so. Another member, not a party to 
the suit, rose and said, he hoped I would keep my 
seat and not disturb the meeting. John Thomas 
spoke in reply, and said, that person had assumed 
more than his right ; that the young man had as 
good a right to speak as any one of them ; and had 
this person kept his seat, it would have been as 
well. After this debate, the business was deferred, 
to next meeeting. 

On the 2d of January, John Evans wrote a letter 
to the committee,, addressed to GrijEtts and others, 
I copied the letter and took it to the committee. 

H£R£ the letter addressed to Samuel P. Griffitts 
and others, was read by the plaintifPs counsel. 

(Copy.) 

" Philada^ 1st mo. 2d, 1807, 

" Respected Friend, 
^' Samuel P. Griffitts, 

" THIS acknowledges thy calling on me at mj 
house^ last evening, as one of the committee of the 
preparative meeting of the religious society of the 
people called Quakers, in Philadelphia, and inform- 
ing me the committee and the overseers of that 
meeting were to be together at Fourth street meeth^g- 
house this day, and thou wished me to attend. 

" I THEN informed thee, and now repeat it, that I 
had nothing new to oflFer ; that I had a few nightj* 
since a return of those spasms at my stomach, which 
obliged me to call up all my family, and that my state 
of health would not admit of it. After thou left mc 
last evening I had, though light, a return of the samt 
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complaint, and did not go to bed till near. 12 o'clock^ 
and then had but little sleep all night. 

" I AM thus particular in stating the circumstan- 
ces ; for though I consider the meeting with the 
overseers tioWy all out of time, yet that the business 
as you call it is before another tribunal, and only in 
that way according to your plans could it be settled. 
Was I in good health I would meet you in company 
with two or three of the creditors of John Field, 
although I consider die proceedings as a perfect 
inquisition, and only wants the power of the civil 
magistrate to execute its authority, and to wreak its; 
vengeance on me. 

" In the first place, I have been wantonly brought 
before the meeting, by the overseers, as an aggressorj 
without due form ;* refused giving me the specifick 
ch^ge against me, or my accuser ; and the Boole of 
Discipline kept from me, although 1 have requested 
it. But lately, by mere accident, I saw the great law 
book by which I am to be judged, and Ithvnk it in 
many parts objectionable ; in its conclusions without 
premises, and precludes an honest man from seeing 
his accusers and the judge, before M'hom he is to be 
tried, by which means, I am and others precluded 
common justice; and John Field, my accuser, admit- 
ted, and was near the head of the meeting ; and he 
and his friends, the overseers, by their presence, de- 
terring a free discussion of the business. 

" Had the committee done their duty by an open 
and just statement of facts, it would have been but 
just ; but instead thereof a long detail was given by 
one of them, David Bacon, complimenting himself 
and the committee at my expense ; stating their great 
love and affection ; and that' I was laboured with, biit 
forgetting that justice was the first principle of love, 
and that thev should have attended to. It was their 

■ • 

* That is contrary to discipline, without having been visit" 
erl bv the overseers. Ep. 
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proper business to investigate facts and return therti 
to the meeting simply, without fear, favour, or affec* 
tion to the parties; and let the body judge those 
facts. 

"The uncandid manner in which the committee 
treated me, was beneath the dignity of men. Abra- 
ham Ledden and John Folwell I admitted to see me 
on the occasion, and they requested from me in wri- 
ting a statement of the business, which I gave them, 
and they unjustly kept it from the meeting, to which 
I now refer you. An addition was made to the com- 
mittee by their request, wliom I also admitted in 
hopes of justice ; but to my surprise, the last time I 
saw them, I only knew their design, the old story 
over again, * sec John Field ;' when I mentioned to 
them what was their duty, to do justice in the first 
place by a deposit of the papers to the assignees, and 
I would see him, but not otherwise. And when my 
young friend called on the committee for justice to the 
meeting, by stating facts in their possession^ he was 
jiisulted by Joseph Townsend ; also by. Jolm James 
shamefully treated, by saying he was sorry the young 
man exposed himself. I will inform John James 
what is the sense of his fellow citizens, of the same 
profession ; that he is considered a vain forward 
man— and had the men that I once knew, governed 
the society, been living, to wit; Israel Pemberton, 
John Pemberton, John Reynolds, Owen Jones, 
Anthony Benezet, Hugh Roberts, Dr. Moore, &c. 
the young man would not have had occasion to call on 
the committee ; and such strength would have been 
given me as an assignee to Fields' estates to act as an 
honest man, in the cause of truth and justice, to John^ 
Field's creditors, as. would have been consonant with 
the principles we profess as Quakers. 

** Was I charged for treason against the state, it 
is the privilege of the English law that a man is to 
hear and see his accusers, and where it does not exist, 

Bb 
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cither in church or state, it is tyranny. I shall only 
refer to Discipline, article ^ Law,' page 41, also ar- 
ticle ^ Trade,' page 131, Advised that when friends, 
&c. ^ it refers to John Field's business, as it regards 
the overseers and committee in the case. 

" I H AVE no doubt that wasRobert Smith a mem-, 
her of meeting as I wasy he would have been com- 
plained of,, as John Field charged him repeatedly to 
ine with injustice in receiving cash of him on a joint 
concern for himself and as an agent,, and passing it all 
to his own credit^* and it is not to me only that hfe 
has said this, but to several others, and to one person 
I believe, latterly. Robert Smith denies the charge', 
to whom I give credit; and his respectability as -a 
citizen is acknowledged. Thishis intended to show h 
Field's character, or if innocent let him prove thefactSir 

* The statement above, in relation to Robert Smith, wa& 
introduced for the purpose of showing the general character of 
John Field, not supposing the letter would be brought to pub^ 
lick view; but since the publication is rendered indispensibie, 
it will be necessarj to make a few observations on that subjects 

Robert Smith, acting as an agent for a concern in Europe, 
and being a creditor to a considerable amount, in his own right> 
l*eceived from John Field a transfer of sundry debts, in part 
payment. The collection of those debts being doubtful and 
hazardous, some of thempaytCble in Kentucky and the southern 
states, he had therefore a right to use his own judgment, in 
regard of his own claim ; but not as it related to a trust for 
iinother. And had he acted differently, he would have been 
responsible to his principal, for contingencies that might arise; 
but as his claim in the agency was direct on John Field, his 
conduct appears to be justifiable, as a man and a merchant ^ 
and the assertions of John Field are unjustifiable and reprehen- 
sible. 

Note— By the foregoing letter, it appears that John Evans 
considered the meeting with the overseers and committee, was 
merely on the same ground, he not being informed otherwise 
as was requested in the origin of the business, to inform them 
on the trust, and which as citizens and christian brethren^ it 
was their duty to have done, but which they then refused, 
though upon this principle, as Samuel P. Griffitts informetIF 
John Evafis, in the presence of his wife, that they had entirely 
dismissed tlie complaint of John Field. ED. 
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^* I NOW hand to the committee my ktter to the 
monthly meeting; a certificate from my wife and 
John E. Redman, respecting the business with the 
overseers; John E. Redman, respecting Thomas 
Savery ; and wish you to call on George Heberton, 
Abraham Ledden has mine to him and John Folwell, 
and you have the one last week handed you. There is 
mine to the committee of the monthly meeting, which 
you can procure, I suppose, of R. Smith, Second st. 
" Having submitted all I intend on this trying 
occasion, as my health is much affected, and refer 
to my physician, Samuel P. Griffitts, who has seen 
me in deep distress, in my spasms, which has been 
pccasioned by J^hn Field, and the countenance and 
encouragement of the overseers, and their conduct* 
Remember, Friends, my much esteemed friend Job 
' Bacon, and the cause that produced his illness and 
death. And I have seen my much esteemed friend 
Owen Biddle in my house, when he has related the 
treatment of John Field, almost frantick or insane, 
from his treatment. This being the case, you will 
now', knowing my state of health, and that I cannot 
bear up under your pressure, excuse me when I 
inform you, I will neither see the overseers, nor thd 
committee of the meeting agam on this business ; 
and should I fall by those spasms, my blood is oil 
the overseers' heads. 

" It is my sincere desire that the society may 
arise out of their state of bondage to matter ; and 
that they may have judges and counsellors as in niy 
minority. 

Thy friend, 
(Signed) JOHN EVANS, 

To Samuel P. Griffitts, David '^ 
Bacon, Abraham Ledden^ 
John Elliott, John Folwell^ 
and John James, a committee 
* from the preparative meet- 
ing, ^^ 
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'^ JOHN EVANS being unwell, a copy of the 
foregoing letter was delivered by me, to Dr. Samuel 
P. Griffitts, then in company with the overseers and 
committee, at Fourth street meetinghouse, on the 
(Jay of the date of the above. 

JOHN E. REDMAN.^' 

ON die 29th of Januar)'-, I was present at the 
preparative n^eeting. The clerk called on thc^ com- 
mittee to report They stated that they had met at 
Fourth street meetinghouse, and had requested 
Evans to attend ; but from indisposition he did not, 
though he wrote them a letter expressing his ideas 
very fully on the subject. And this was all they 
had to say ; William Wilson remarked, that they 
had rested the non-attendance of John Evans princi- 
pally on his indisposition ; he supposed they intend- 
ed to keep the case under their care. . John James 
said,. Evans sent a letter expressing his intentions 
that he would see them no more; he stated the 
great labour bestowed on Evans by the committee ;. 
the love they had showed towards him ; and he 
was yet willing to do any thing more for him. Dr. 
Griffitts stated the great mdisposition of John Evans; 
that he was thereby incapacitated to transact the 
common concerns of life ; that he had spent the last 
evening with Evans and his wife, and observed 
common conversation affected him very considerably, 
pwii>g to indisposition ; his situation was extremely 
trying ; he felt for him very much. He understood 
from Evans and wife, he would see no more com- 
mittees, (not certain as to his wife) not owmg to 
Evans's want of respect to Friends, but from ill 
health. Several Friends hoped it would lie over 
another month. Elijah Waring said, it would be 
unbecoming to go forward. Samuel Bettle said, he 
understood Evans's indisposition had been for some 
time; he inferred but little prospect of a speedy re* 
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oovery ; that, thei-efore, nothing would be gained by 
deferring it. It was, however, deferred to next 
month.- 

On the 30th January, 1807, I was at a monthly 
meeting. The clerk inquired. Whether the com* 
mittee were prepared to make report ? Dr. Griffitts 
reported, that they had perused the papers attentively. 
One of them they thought was not proper to be 
read; the other was. This was the resignation* 
Some member objected to the reading of the resig- 
nation, as it woiild open a door for others ; and be a 
precedent which might involve Friends in difficulty. 
Ellis Yarnall stated, it would form a precedent ; 
that others, in the preparative meeting,* would adopt 
the same mode of resigning and frustrate the testi- 
mony of Friends against offenders ^hy their evading 
the execution of the discipline. Thomas Parker 
said, he apprehended nothing on account of prece- 
dent, as it was not the first time such things had 
been done. Thomas Wistar said, it was his opinion, 
any member had a right to resign in any religious or 
civil society. Jonathan Willis objected to its being 
recorded, without attaching the preparative meeting 
minute ; or some explanation* Doctor Griffitts 
stated, that the committee were appointed to peruse 
the papers, and repeat whether they were proper to 
be read. That they Had complied with.their appoint- 
ment, and reported the resignation; if Friends 
would keep to that point they would get through 
easier. The resignation was then read. Some ob^ 
jection was raised against the recording the resigna- 
tion, without likewise noticing the minute of the 
preparative meeting. 

Doctor Griffitts stated — He had been with Evans 
and his wife, and it was their united wish, that the 
resignation should be accepted, and that from his 
indisposition, Evans would !see na more committeea 
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jon the subject. He and Evans had a friendly con- 
vt-rsation together — Evans expressed his regret that 
he had shown so much warmth in the business-— 
He belie\'^ed it proceeded from no want of respect 
to Friends, but entirely owing to the great agitation 
of his mind on this truly trying subject-.— that the 
resignation was not caused by -any difference of 
principles whicli Evans held; but the case was 
simply this: the minute in the preparative meeting 
stated a difference subsisting between Evans and 
another nitimber^ and that Evans declined seeing 
that member. He said Evans repeatedly told him 
und.the committee, that he would see that member 
if he would comply with certain requisitions. But 
as the overseers would not take up that subject, the 
resignation was written in consequence ; his ill 
health not suffering, him to continue a member, or 
to bear up under the discussion of thb business or 
the visits of committees. The overseers thought it 
proper, that the preparative meeting minute should 
be attached, (Willis and Kite who are parties to this 
suit) wished it referred to another month. The 
clerk read the resignation by itself on the minutes ;: 
it was agreed to be considered as accepted, so far as 
respects John Evans. This at one time ; as to the ^ 
resignation of Barbara Evans, it was to be sent forward 
to the women's monthly meeting. Griffitts inquired 
whether it was intended to wait till concluded in the 
preparative meeting, and brought to the monthly 
meeting? If so, he could not unite in it, as Evans 
always intended to resign his right when the com- 
plaint was first made, and the resignation was kept 
back at the recjuest of the preparative meeting com- 
mittee, who thought the difference might be accom- 
modated. 

Conclusion was made on B. Kite's motion 
ii\\\ overseer) and that so far as respected John Evans 
.should be considered as accepted ; as to B^bara , 
£vans, it was referred to the next meeting. 
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Als the defendants were membeF&of the monthly 
meeting at this time. I was not in the habit '^of 
speaking in the meetmg. I had not attended the 
preparative meeting several years. I eannot say, I 
took minutes of the proceedings entirely at £vans'l 
request, though he requested me. On the 25th of 
November, 1806, the committee were to have a 
conference with Evans in company with the over* 
seers, (as I understood afterwards.) I did not re* 
main the whole time of that meeting. • 

John Field affirmed — On the 9th of Jun^, 1806^ 
I made the following complaint, in \mting,, against 
John Evans to the preparative meeting : 

(Copy.) 

" 6M mo. 9th, 1806. 

^^ Respected, 

" I AM averse to give Friends trouble, but J 
wish to obtain further aid in obtaining a settlement 
of matters wkh John Evans. During a period of 
abiftit four years, he has indulged a strong resent- 
ment on mistaken apprehensions,, and been in the 
practice of circulating false and scandalous charges 
against me ; the particulars of which, you will find 
in his letter to John Baker, of August, 9th, 1804> 
to which, and his letter to myself of 15th ult-, 
handed herewith, I refer. These matters are known, 
I expecf, to some of you j but if necessary, I believe 
that several individuals would confirm them. He 
also takes an unjustifiable advantage of an error ia 
drawing certain deeds of trust to himself and three^ 
others, by refusing to unite with his co-trustees in 
the execution of said trust; and in opposing the 
direction of a great majority of the creditors inter- 
^<sted therein, wheireby great waste of property and 
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« 

heavy losses have been incurred, which is very inju* 
rious to the creditors, and distressing to myself and 
family. Having some knowledge of the discipline 
of Friends, and the considerations that" influence 
their proceedings, I am induced to believe the last 
matter claims their attention as much as the former ; 
because it is a breach of confidence, and of justice 
extensively injurious; whereas the former is per- 
sonal, and only respects myself. 

" I HAVE no wish to hurt John Evans,' and for ^ 
long time have taken much pains to get him to settle 
matters, either by a conference"* by ourselves, or bj^ 
referring them to others; but he has refuised and 
rejected every attempt of that nature^ 

"I SHALL hold myself in readiness to meet 
John Evans or you, when necessary, to explain and 
support my allegations ; and as circumstances urge 
a speedy proceeding, I request this afiair may be laid 
before the next monthly meeting, unless John Evans 
will agree to refer all matters between us, to a few 
disinterested Friends, and abide their decision thereof. 

I am your friend, ' 
(Signed) JOHN FIELD. 
" The enclosed letters being original, I request 
they may be delivered to me when yoa are done 
wiA them. 

*' To the overseers of the 7 

monthly meeting. ' ' 5 

fCopy.J 

" Philada. Aug. 9th^ 1804. 

^* John Baker, Esq., 

" One of the assignees under the bankrupt act^ to 

John Field. 

'*■ HAVING verbally requested thee, as as- 
signee to John Field, to furnish me with documents 
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relative to a real estate at Trankfort, Kentucky, 
which I bought of John Field & Son, upwaixis of 
two years since, and which I wish to have early- 
issued. In the sale of it, he committed a fiaud on 
me, it being at that time, and a twelvemonth before, 
in a court of chancery ; and he did not inform m^ 
of it, and which I. since found by the proceedings iii 
chancery, handed me by Colonel Todd, Esq., to 
whom I sent the deed to be recorded. 

" There have now more than two years elapsed 
since I had a conveyance of the property, and John 
Field has not done any thing to forward a settle- 
ment of the business, either by himself, or informing 
me ; and v/hen I have applied to him for informaticin 
on the business, he has not only refused it, but 
insulted nie by saying, my interference was highly 
improper, which is adding insult to injury, especially 
when the property was taken c(Mitrary to inclination, 
instead of cash ; and such treatment could only be 
thought of, by a man of such effirontery as J. Field, 

" I HOPE my friend Baker, as acting assignee to 
John Field under the bankruptcy, may not by hisT 
friendship to him experience, as I have, both abuse 
and loss by it. And permit me, as a large creditor, 
to inform him, as I have P. Nicklin, R. Smith, and 
T. Clifford, assignees under the trust, that I con- 
sider the powers granted to J, Field by them and* 
thee, are not warranted by common practice ; the 
nature of the trust ; or the general character of the 
man to whom it is committed ; and a dangerous pre- 
cedent in civil society. 

"Annexed is a copy of some extracts I sent 
them as a protest against the proceedings, with a 
declaration that I never would come into the mea- 
sures, but would legally oppose it, as it was improper 
in itself; and I had not confidence in the honesty- 
and integrity of John Field, to execute it justlv- 

Cc 



J 
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'*' I ALSO informed them that I had many objec- 
tions, which I did not consider necessary then to go 
into ; but one pointed one I mentioned, that was, E 
heard John Field say, if he had the agency from us, 
he would early sell the property assigned to us in 
trust, and, by a friend, purchase, it in for himself; 
under the present depressed ciixiumstances, and no 
doubt, as is usual with him, to his own advantage . 
and the loss of his creditors. I am credibly inform- 
ed the property is valuable ; and if the business is 
conducted properly, might bring a considerable 
sum : but, be that as it may, the appointment i& 
improper ; llie mode to effect it is unprecedented, 
and will ultimately fail, and cannot be effected ; 
though it may cause a longer delay to the injury. of 
the honest creditor, on whose property, John Field 
has now lived above seven years. By the sum. he 
is now allowed for the three succeeding years, say 
SE2500 per annum, besides contingent expenses 
in the business, it appears, considering his small 
&mily, it was intended he should keep his carriage 
and pair of horses at the expense of an already un- 
justly, and shamefully treated lenient creditor. 

*• I WAS not consulted as an assignee, at the time 
the agency was agreed on, and did not even know, 
nor in the least suspect, the annuity intended him 
till it was presented to me for my signature ; but I 
always protested against John Field's having, any 
thing to do as an agent in the business, having no 
confidence in his integrity, justice, or honest}^, these 
several years past. 

" Thus, my friend, this plain statement of facts 
is truly unpleasant, especially when I consider it as 
it relates to a person, for whom, I once had respect 
and esteem ; and indeed, I must acknowledge my 
credulity for a loi^g itime, in placing a mistaken con- 
fidence in his. repeated assurances, abilities to pay, 
and resources ; but too late, I found his deception. 
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As I have been censured by some, for my friend- 
ship to him, it is necessary to inform :— *as a friend, 
I early opposed the mode he adopted in settling his 
business, and repeatedly advised to a fair, honourable, 
just, and equal payment to his creditors by instal- 
ments ; which, had he adopted, I have no doubt 
would have been honourable to himself, justice to 
his creditors ; and his situation and character, as well 
as property, would have been very different firoin 
what it is at present, 

" Having briefly stated circumstances, it only 
remains to add — justice due myself abstracted from 
such treatment as I have received from him, as well 
as the trust I have taken on behalf of many of my 
fellow citizens, compel me to act, as I consider due 
myself, and good faith and trust claim on me^ under 
tb^ appointment. 

I am, respectfully^ 
Thy friend, 

JOHN EVANS, 
One of the eusignees of J. Field and J. Field &f 
S&n^ under the trust. 

" P. S. I HAVE sent a fee of thirty dollars lately 
to an attorney at law, to bring the business at Frank- 
fort, Kentucky, to an issue.— ^ Again earnestly request, 
that thou wilt furnish me with documents on the 
occasion." 

^* Extract from my letter dated July \%th^ 1804, to 
Philip ^Nicklin and others^ assignees to J. MeU 
and J. Field is? Son. 

" I OBJECT to the large sum of two thousand 
five hundred dollars per annum, being paid John 
Field for three succeeding years, as he has lived t3fli 
his creditors' property already seven years. 
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^^ Objections to constituting a debtor an agent 
generally, and in the case of John Field it will pccu- 
liarly apply ; he having prevented any special infor- 
mation of his aflfairs to liis creditors or assignees, 
and his general conduct from the origin of his draw- 
ing the large aniount of his bills of exchange on 
London, in the fall of 1796, which were not paid, 
and constituted a large proportion of his debts in 
this city, and joined to his subsequent conduct, has 
destroyed confidence in him. 

** 1st. It destroys publick confidence and trust. 

" Snd. It places individuals in special £ivour, 
who are assignees or men of influence, 

^^ 3d. It leaves the weak and ignorant creditor 
to a designing debtor's mercy ; and^ he covers his 
actions, by the agency of others. . 

"4th. It places it out of the power of the creditor 
to call on the debtor in a legal way ; prevents com- 
mon justice, and destroys the very nature and prin- 
ciples of an assignment in trust. 

" 5th. . It h^is a tendency to corrupt morals,- by 
the debtor's secreting his property; increases his 
effrontery, subverts justice, familiarizes fraud, and 
opens the way to many serious evils. . 

(" Original delivered by me to John Baker.) 

J. E- REDMAN." 

I ENCLOSED these letters to Carmalt— I had 
' several interviews vnth the overseers — I proposed an 
interview with John Evans, and no doubt the over- 
seers approved of it, but John Evans resigted it— -I 
made the attempt for the interview with John Evans, 
in writing, through the medium of Friends — I was 
very solicitous for it. 

(Copy J 
" Respected Friend, 

** I WISH thou wouldst be calin and disposed to a 
friendly conversation. I shai communicate the pur- 
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port of thy ndte to C. C. and J. W. and wish thou 
wouldst be in the way at 'five o'clock, intending to 
accompany them to thy house, notwithstanding the 
reluctance that appears on thy part. 

I am thy friend, 
(Signed) JOHN FIELD.* 

6th mo. 1th, 1806." 

* The above letter, if sent, was never received by John 
Evans, and the first knowledge had of it was Vrhen exhibited 
at court. The following is a c<^y of the one in John Evans's 
possessions to which his of same date is a reply. 

Phzla4elfihiay 6 mo, fthy 1806. 
Respected Friend, 

I intend calling at thy house at 5 o'clock 
this afternoon, in company with Caleb Carmalt and Jonathan 
Willis, and shall be obliged by thy being at home« 

I am thy friend, 

JOHN FIELD. 
7th day momingy %thmo,7th^ 1806. 

John Evans having received the above letter, wrote an 
answer to John Field, a copy of which he enclosed in the fol* 
lowing note to Caleb Carmalt and Jonathan Willis, of same 
date: 

(CofiyO 
' John Evans'ar(as an assignee to the estates of John Field 
and John Field Sc Son) respects to Caleb Carmalt, and informs 
he received a note this day from John Field, and he mentions 
his intendons of calling on him this day, in company with thee 
and Jonathan Willis. 

The note from John Field, I consider, bespeaks his effron- 
tery ; and I trust you will not encourage a person who acts. ^ 
unjustly as he has done to his creditors ; and as citizens, I 
hope you will aid in endeavouring to have the just demand of 
his assignees cfifected, by his delivering all his papers relating 
to the deeds of trust to me, as it has been, in a joint capacity, 
desired of him, about a month since, which he unjustly detains, 
to the injury of his creditors. 

Enclosed is a copy of a note sent him, and though I do 
not expect you would intrude on me, as a citizen and assignee 
to those estates, and encourage him to counteract our inten* 
tions, (my civil rights I hold in high e&timation j, though as 
friends and fellow citizens 1 respect you, and your company 
1^1 ^8uch, when convenient, would be acceptable, though not 
with John Field. 

P. S. John Field called on William Dawson yesterday. 
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' (Copy.) 

"6 mo. rtk, 1806. 
** John Field, 

** I RECEIVED thy note dated tWs morning, in 
which thou proposest calling on me, in company 
with Caleb Carmalt and Jonathan Willis. 

" In a former note, I mentioned thy unce>minon 
effrontery; I again repeat it, and inform that I will 
not see thee on any business, whilst thou dost con- 
tinue in thy unjust and unparalelled conduct, of 
keeping thy papers from us, thy assignees, and 
again call on thee, as we did a month ago, in a joint 
capacity, and request thou wouldst send all thy papers 
relating to the deed of trust, to me. 

(Signed) JOHN EVANS, 

<me of' the assignees. 

" N. B. A COPY of the above was handed to 
Caleb Carmalt and Jonathan Willis, with a note to 
each of them/* 

'* DELIVERED by me 6th mo, 7th, 1806. 

JOHN E. REDMAN." 

JOHN EVANS had taken offence against mc 
in 1802 or 1803 — In 1804, finding I could not pre- 

{3ind requested him to accompany him aiid Ellis Yamall, on a 
visit to me ; but he did not choose to encourage such improper 
conduct ; and as a creditor of John Field's, he, among others, 
complains of his unjust conduct. 
Caleb Carmalty and Jonathan Willis. 

By the foregoing, it appears evident, that the complaint 
of John Field \vas relating to the trust business only; and it 
was so considered by the parties, as Caleb Carmalt and Jona- 
than Willis, the two overseers, did not call on John Evans» he 
having apprized them of the nature of the business, and that 
\\c held his civil rights in high estimation. Their declining 
the visit is also proof of their so considering it. £b. 
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vail on him to do any thing reasonable, I entered a 
complaint to the overseers,' in writing, as I believe, 
but I cannot find it — It was, that he had circulated 
false and scandalous reports injurious to me — I con- 
sider him amenable to Friends for defamation — The 
overseers would not take cognizance of the article 
relating to the trust — I believe that Evans was ap- 
prized of this— !-l have no doubt of it— The over- 
seers took a great deal of pains, but could not pre- 
vail upon John Evans to refer the matters in vari- 
ance, relating to the scandalous reports, to three in- 
different men — Finding the overseers could do noth 
ing^ aixd as he was an old man of an extraordinary 
disposition,^ and also on the suggestion of Richard 
Humphreys, I thought it better to suspend the mat- 
ter—I took back the complaint and the papers that 
had been exhibited to the overseers— It lay over 



• John Field, at whose instance the controversy between 
the plamdff and defendants originated ; and opposed to John 
Evans «8 the acting trustee to his estate, by detaining impor- 
tant papers relating to the same ; now comes forward and de- 
clares to the pretended defamation of his character ; though 
nothing was ever alleged against him by John T.vans, but what 
was fully warranted by truth and common opinion. The de- 
claration of facts could not possibly be considered defamatory, 
by any other man than John Meld ; and he himself ticknow-* 
led>2:es, that xhvir cogency, though lie imputes it to the extra- 
ordinary disfiosiiioti of the old many was clearly evident against 
him ; on which account he was content to withdraw the 
complaint he made, and took back the papers that had been 
exhibited to the overseers, andit lay ever about tnvo yt^ars^ which 
confirms the statement given of this subject in the narralivi; 
(as we find in page 15) of being finally settled. 

Perhaps it would not be amiss to mention, that the extrnor- 
cUnary dispKDsitionof this old man, of whom John Field so con- 
temptuoubiy speaks, led him to make the following remark to 
the preparative meeting committee when at his house, which 
can be proved { Friends you are wrong-, the meeting is wrontr, 
collect money for John Field to aid him in b«tsiness, und cull 
upon rae, and I will not be behind any of you in my subscrip- 

ttOIU t.D, 
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about two years««-I found that he continued -the 
practice of spreading false reports, and I then exbib^ 
ited a comphmt in writing— Two days. before this I 
had urged to have a meeting — It was then laid be- 
fore the preparative meeting — I still urged including 
the trust business in it ; but the ovm*seers declined 
it— The complaint was handed forward to the next 
preparative meeting — I did not attend the meeting 
when it was introduced — A committee was appoint- 
ed, who reported to the next preparative meetmg — 
An addition was then made to the committee — 
When it was enlarged, they called on me before they 
went to see John Evans, as some of them told me, to 
get information on the business — The committee 
went to get Evans to meet me — Two or three 
months after, as the business lagged, I attended the 
preparative meeting — Finding that Evans conld hot 
be prevailed upon to meet me, 1 did not pursue the' 
businesfis any further. 

Samuel Settle affirmed — I attended at the prepa^ 
rative meeting on the 25th December, 1806 ; Dr. 
Griffitts said that John Evans was sick^ — I mentioned 
to the meeting that I supposed it was ah illness of 
long standing — I did not see it was likely to be 
soon over — Dr. Griffitts mentioned the particulars 
of his present indisposition — Richard Humphreys 
said, that he thought the matter should not go on — 
I agreed in consequence of Griffitts's communication; 
the facts of which, I was ignorant of, and it was the 
general sentiment of the meeting not to go on--^I 
have no memorandum of what passed — The business 
was deferred, that the committee might investigate 
the conduct of the overseers in all its parts, and 
they were to inform Evans of it — This was done 
after Redman went away — I do not recollect that 
Elijah Waring was at the meeting of the 29th of 
January, 1807 — A person accused may go to the 
preparative meeting, and take a part if he pleases — 
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The overseers are to inform the individual that at 
such a time his case will be taken to the preparative 
meeting^— I have no distinct recollection of such a 
case having occurred— By the " Book of Discipline" 
page 35 J ailer a charge is entered on the minutes of 
liie monthly meeting, the person accused is excluded 
from sitting-^In all cases a complaint goes through 
the preparative meeting, before it comes to the 
monthly meeting — If the person complained against, 
is withm any exception, he could not be obliged to 
refer, but might go forward to the preparative meet- 
ing, and complain to them against the overseers — r 
fFe never contemplate an abuse of power— At the 
meeting when Field attended he was silent. 

. Robert -Smithy juxtr. affirmed-^ wa& present 
when John £« Redman complained of the overseers. 
One of them requested an investigation into his con- 
duct. This was Ellis Yamall. 1 cannot Say whether 
this was before Redman went away. . . I believe it 
w^ before.: I think Redman remained during the 
whole time. I think it was pretty soon after he 
made the charge, but I cannot be certain. I have 
some recollection that Redman left the meeting be- 
fore it closed. 
• 

The following letter from the assignees of John 
Field and John Field & Son to John Field to desire 
him to deliver to John Evans, all the papers 
respecting the lands, &c., was then offered in evi-f 
dence by the plaintifi's counsel, and objected to by 
the defendants' counsel, and after argument admit- 
ted by the court. It was proved to be a true copy 
by John E. Redman. 

(CopyJ 
" Philadelphia^ April 18thy 1806. 

" THE assignees of John Field and John Field 
& Son desire John Field to deliver to John Evans 

D'd 
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all ipapers relating to the lands contained in the ask 
sigiiments made to them. It is also their wish, that 
he would give them general information in writings 
respecting the circumstances attending them, as k 
will aid them in arranging the business, and be as* 
sured the general benefit of the concerned shall 
claim their attention. . . * 

(Signed) JOHN EVANS, 

ROBERT SMITH, 
PHILIP NICKLIN^ 
THOMAS CLIFFORD; 
John Field.'*'* 

• ■'■■'■■ , ■ . 

THE following deposition was tlien read: 

SUPREME COURT OF PENNSYLVANIA. 

John Evans v. ElRs Yarnall et aL 

" JOHN HARRIS, a witness produced on the 
part of the plaintiff, in the above cause, being duly' 
sworn, doth depose and say, that in the, fall of the 
year 1806, the trustees to the estates of John Field 
and John Field & Son, requested him to ^act as an' 
agent for them in those trust estates, and desired him 
to call on John Field to obtain from him all papers in 
his possession, relating to that business, and particu- 
larly to the lands assigned by them to the trustees, in 
order that when said papers were obtained, the 'de- 
ponent might act as their agent ; and^ agreeably to 
their instructions, ascertain by actual examination 
the value, situation, and circumstances, attending 
of said lands, that the trustees might effect a sale.: of 
them. 

" That agreeably to their request aforesaid, the 
deponent twice called on John Field, and informed 
him, that by request of the trustees he came in order 
to obtain the papers relating to the trust estates, that 
he might consider of tlie propriety of his proceeding 
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to act as theb agent ; but John Field refused to deli-, 
ver them. And in order to accommodate the busi- 
nesSythe deponent agreed that if he would give the 
papers into his hands, he would hold them subject 
to the joint direction of the trustees, in conjunction 
with John Field, and that if nodiing could be done 
unitedly, he would deliver them back to him ; but 
John Field would not accede to this proposition. 

." The depojient informed John Field, that John 
Evans desired him also to mention, that if he would 
deliver the; papers relating to the trusts, he was wil- 
Img to see and converse with him at any time and 
place, on friendly terms ; and that John Evans had 
no animosity against him the said John Field. 

" John Field replied to all these remarks, that 
he would not consent to let the papers go out of his 
hands, without the trustees would pay his account ; 
but which account he did not produce to this depo- 
nent, as he recollects, though he showed him. a con- 
siderable number of papers relating to the lands. 

" Although the trustees had drawn a rough 
copy of the power of attorney, constituting the depo- 
nent their agent, in tlie trust business, yet several 
months having elapsed, and finding his endeavours 
to obtain the papers from John Field to be fruitless, 
and that it was totally impracticable for him to pro- 
cure them, he informed the trustees, with some of 
whom he had frequent conferences on the occasion, 
that John Field would not deliver the documents ; 
and that of course he could not determine how to 
act in the business. 

" The deponent further saidi, that itstppeared to 
him to be the wish and desire of the trustees, that 
every uecessary information relating to the lands 
^should be obtained and clearly expressed, that a can^ 
did open sale of them might be efiected to the best 
.advantage, and for the nroper execution of the dirties 
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incumbent on them as trustees. And it also w^^ 
peared to this deponent, that tlie said trustees, and 
particularly John Evans, were and was fully and sin«. 
cerely disposed to allow John Field all the advan- 
tages which he could possibly derive from a pur- 
chase of th9 lands intrusted to them, so far as was 
consistent with their trust. 

"The deponent being furdier examined, says, 
that Mr. Robert Smith and Mr. Thomas Cliflford 
were dissatisfied with Mr. John Field's being agent 
for his estate and that of John Field & Son, as well 
as John £vaiis, on accoimt of his general character* : 

JOHN HARRIS/' 

** Sworn and subscribed before me the 2&th May^ 1808, 

ROBERT WHARTON, 

Mayor of the city of Philada.'' ' 

" AGREED to be taken and read in evidence 
on the usual terms, saving all legal exceptions, 

JOHN HALLOWELL, 

for Defondanfs.^^ 

THE evidence here was closed, and Mr. Levy 
for the plaintiff, Messrs. Rawle and Lewis* for the 

* William Lewis, Esq. one of the defendants' couDsel, lu 
pleading upon the evidence before the court and jury, took 
unwarrantable liberties with the characters of the plaintiff, on 
whom he poured the mo&t virulent abuse, as being a man^ 
%vho, in making opposition to the defendants, had committed 
an outrage upon the Christian religion, by refusing to comply 
with (what he termed) his duty, to the order of tlje Quaker 
society. And particularly referred to that pasisage in the 
New Testament on which they founded the discipline. Mat. 
1:8th chap. 15, 16, and 17th verses. ^< If thy brother shall tres* 
pass against thee, Sec/' 

On the morning of the last day of the trial, Thomad 
Stewartson and Jonathan Evans, ^ting as a committee on be- 
half of the society, called on Jared Ingersoll and Edward 
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defendants, and Mr. IngersoU for the plaintiff, seve- 
rally addressed the jury, after which the following 
charge, was delivered to the jury by judge Bracken- 
ridge: 

The folhwing is the charge which was delivered by 
judge Brackenridge to the jury ^ on the 26th of No- 
vember ^ A. D* 1810. 

AS to the trespass, alleged in this case, the 
substance of it is the entering into the dwelling- 
house of the plaintiif against his will. If the testi- 
mony is credited, it will follow, that the dwelling- 

Tilghman, Esquires, two of the plaintiff's counsel, one of 
whom, was to conclude the argument, and to them declared 
their decided disapprobation of the manner in which William 
Lewis, Esq. had treated the plaintiff; desiring them to men- 
tion to the court in extenuation of the conduct of their attor* 
ney, (Lewis) that they reprobated such proceedings against the 
plaintiff. 

Instead of calling on the pl£dntiff*s counsel, had their pro- 
fessions towards the plaintiff been sincere, they would have 
called upon their own counsel, and openly avowed their disap- 
probation before the court and jury, and plaintiff; but like all 
their other proceedings, they acted in secret, and suffered 
those unjust impressions against the plaintiff to lay upon the 
minds of the jury, until accident should discover their disap- 
probation of their counsel. And when we reflect, that this 
silence was a tacit submission to such proceedings, as being 
approved by the defendants, with other circumstances, which 
gave a colouring to the abusive language used on this occasion ; 
such as the attendance of many hundreds, members of the 
Quaker society, many of them active and influential charac* 
lers, and the attempt to discharge the men defendants, must 
have bad great weight with the jury, particularly as the plain* 
tiff had no knowledge of any of them but two, one of whom 
he was not acquainted with, and was not intimate with the 
other. 

From previous circumstances, joined to the interested 
views of Thomas Stewartson and Jonathan Evans, on this oc- 
casion, the plaintiff verily believes that they in conjunction 
with Nicholas Wain were of the committee appointed by the 
meeting of sufferings, to advise and assist the defendants. Ed. 
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house of tlic pliiiiitiiF lias been entered ag^nst \as 
will ;. and, if so, by that act alone, • tlie trespass is 
complete. For, the authority under which it was 
j)rctended to be made, being founded in consent,- 
that consent not existing, it cannot be a lawful act. 
The lawfulncss-of visitation must depend ujxMi 'the 
condition that there is a willingness to receive it. A 
willingness on the part of tlie wife .would not make 
it lawful to enter the dwelling-house of the husband, 
hcj being unwilling ; for, she is not the owner of the 
house. : 

All property, during the life of the husband, i% 
in him alone ; so that, in this case, had the wife 
been willing to receive the visit, it would not have" 
authorized it against the will of the husband. But, 
does not the evidence go to show it to be against 
the will of both ? . 

But, though we may find it to be unavoidable to* 
consider the entering the house a trespass, yet, taking 
the.j>ersons and the motives into view, it might be 
considered light. Taking the persons and the mo- 
tives into view, it might doubtless be so considered; 

But, taking the authority into view under which 
it was justified, it might receive great aggravation. 
It is not the feeble hand, or the tender foot, that we 
arc bound to look at alone, but the power which 
was ave)wed as directing these. Nor, in looking to 
this, is it nccesstu^y, or even possible, to rest at the 
uwiien'^s fticetingj from whence the deputation more 
immediately came. For, as to the members of a 
'oliective body, the acts of one in a society capacity, 
being the acts of all, it must be construed the dom- 
iciliary visit of t/ie men. In this point of view, it 
acquires a greater moment. 

The plaintiff" in this case, in order to preclude 
Lili implication of assent, arising from membership, 
has shown his resignation. And, although it was 
not necessary to constitute the entering his house a 
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trespass^yet he has shown a resignation by his wife; 
and even an .express prohibition by both. An act 
of resignation of membership carries with it a pre- 
sumption of dissatisfaction of some sort with the 
body. For, a resignation cannot be considered but 
as foregoing great advantages. The resignation in 
this case carried with.it a declaration of dissatisfac- 
tiou with the administration of the discipline. . But, 
a presumption of law existed in favour of the de- 
fendants, that every act of theirs in the case of the 
plaintiflF was according to discipline. Not resting on 
this presumption, the defendants were, willing to 
Arow themselves open to an examination of it. 
This rendered it competent for the plaintiff to join 
in the examination. It is then made a matter of 
moment, supposing a trespass in the entering the 
house, to inquire whether the proceedings which led 
to the resignation, were according to discipline. 

By the administration of disciplincy we must 
understand, not so much the form of proceedings^ 
as the substance of justice. If it shall appear that 
there has been injustice done, and reasonable ground 
of dissatisfaction, thus given to the plaintiff, occa- 
sioning his resignation, the defendants are an- 
swerable for the injury sustained in being redu- 
ced to tlie necessity of exscinding himself from 
that body. If it shall appear that the influence of 
an individual has been at the bottom of the injus- 
tice done, it assumes the character of intentional 
^vrong ; for, favour and affection to one cannot but 
carry with it tyranny and oppression to another. 
Should this be the unavoidable inference in this case, 
it will warrarit the laying a heavy hand. But, as to 
tliis, it being a matter of fact, I leave it wholly to 
the consideration of the jury. It is peculiarly their 
province, and it would be impossible for me to ren- 
der any assistance in the examination, unless by go- 
ing at length into the evidence, written and verbal, 
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which has been ofiered in the case, and which after 
the minute discussion of the counsel, it is unneces- 
sary to do. 

You will have the written evidence with you, 
the depositions excepted, which can go only by con- 
sent ; and you Mrill have it in your power better than 
I have had to compare and dmw a conclusion. It is 
therefore left with you. 



THE jury retired on the 26th day of November^ 
and on the next morning brought in a verdict for the 
plaintiff. 

Damages half a cent and no costs. 
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APPENDIX. 



HAVING in the preceding pages exhibited to 
the reader a view of the controversy between John 
Evans and others, • members of the religious society 
of the people called Quakers, in Philadelphia, we 
shall now, for the information of those unacquainted 
with the proceedings of that society, devote a few 
pages towards this subject, in which we shall briefly 
delineate some interesting features in their general 
history; and in particular the origin of their moral 
code, or rules of discipline, and the first institution 
of the meeting for sufferings. 

Previous, however, to entering on these sub- 
jects, we will take a view of the state of the nation, 
at the time when the Quaker society originated. 
Almost all Europe, and in particular Great Britain, 
was convuUed by civil and religious contentions, 
which terminated in open hostilities between the 
king and parliament. 

The multiplication of religious controversies, 
about this time, were prevalent ; and hence arose 
animosities, and the consequent introduction of 
various religious opinions, and modes of worship, 
Avhose professors were called protestants. 

It was about this time George Fox, the founder 
of the Quaker sect begun his ministry.* He was a 
man of strong mind, and possessed considerable 
natural abilities. The first essays in his ministerial 

* Vide Seweirs History, page 24. 
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office were to testify against oppression and disho^ 
nesty ; exhorting the magistrates to justice, and right 
judgment, &c. From these beginnings, he gradu- 
ally advanced to a wider sphere of action. He tra- 
velled much throughout England, and in various 
other countries. He attracted considerable notice, 
as a man of singular turn of mind, and who, in an 
especial manner, preached, " The grace of God that 
bringeth salvation, Sec, and the Divine inspiration of 
the Holy Spirit." 

He made many converts in his own and other 
countries. Many who were convinced by his doc- 
trines, were men of erudition and competent to the 
promulgation of his religious opinions, to the great 
increase of t|ieir religious community. 

After having converted many, Geoi^ Fox, 
towards the latter part of his ministry, began to insti- 
tute meetings whose particular province it was, to 
assist indigent members of the society, and generally 
to superintend and relieve the necesskies of each 
other. 

The first yearly meeting held in the society, was 
at London, in the year 1669. At this time no men- 
tion is made of any discipline ; nor did the business 
of the yearly meeting consist in the enactment or 
enforcement of any rules whatever. 

The first institutions of women's meetings,* of 

* The religious tenets preached by George Fox, wct^ 
peculiar for admitting women to the ministry) and to other 
offices in the church. He was led to believe that they had an 
equal claim with the men, to all the advantages which the 
gospel dispenses ; and under this belief, be instituted meet- 
ingsy called monthly and quarterly meetings, for the women to 
exercise their offices in spiritual matters, over their own sex^ 
and as helpers to their brethren in the general affairs of the 
church. 

Considering, therefore, as George Fox did, that the wo* 
men had equal cbdms with the men, why are they confined, as 
though subservient, only to ceitaiu Umttationa in church inrnt^ 
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ivhich we have an account, in SewelPs History, page 
522, was in the year 1665. The pestilence which 
prevailed in England had swept away many thou- 
sands of its inhabitants ; and among the other objects 
of compassion, were widows and orphans of the 
society. To assist the men in their chiaritable de- 
signs, several grave and solid women were called oh 
for this service ; and they met once a week at Lon- 
don: which in time, gave rise to the women's 
monthly meeting. 

Several quarterly meetings, it appears, were at 
this time established ; but no mention is any where 
made, of any prescriptive rules being adopted in the 
afiairs of the chiu'ch. 

So early as in the year 1656, several zealous 
professors appear to have deviated from the boun- 

ters ? If they are, as George Foit declares them, then they 
have a right to participate in the enactment of discipline ; and 
in the general government of the society ; but from which, 
M^ithout adducing any proof of exception, they are excluded 
and disqualified by the discipline. 

They have no authority to disown a member of their own 
sex ; nor can they proceed to hear appeals from them, in their 
quarterly or yearly meetings. The men considering them- 
selves superior in judgment, do in these cases monopolize the 
rights and privileges of the women, contrary to the letter and 
spirit of George Fox's testimony on this subject. 

We have authority to say, that until a £bw years ago, in 
London, the women had no yearly meeting ; because being 
excluded from the right of legislation, they could have little or 
nothing to meet about ; yet in order to address epistles to other 
women's . meetings) a few sensible women met yearly in a 
chamber, and there performed this vocation ; which, in the 
course of time, became more general, and was open to the ad- 
mission of others under the same regulations (by representa- 
tion) as the men ; but which, on account of their exclusion 
from all interest in legislation and the hearing of appeals from 
their own sex, must be considered as a pompous paradcy with- 
out any object of real importance in. view. The women's 
meetings in the United States are conducted upon the same 
principles, having no right to legislate^ or hear appeals^ See. ; 
but are subordinate to the men's meetings. 
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dary principles of the society, and to have run inter 
the greatest extravagancies in their zeal for plainness, 
and primitive simplicity. Some of those (justly de- 
nominated) fanaticJcsy published books, in. which, 
for plainness^ not one. capital letter was to be found h 
One of them in particular, as Sewel mentions, jamong 
other pretensions to economy, used a split stick in-, 
stead of tongs, &g. ! used also, the expressions, .*' My 
spirit testifieth," on common as well as on. extra^^ 
ordinary occasions, by which ,he gave much: 
offence to his brethren ; they not approving . of . tlie 
pretension to distinguish by the spirit.* ; . . ,; 

It appears that until the year 1666, being, near, 
twenty years after the first rise qf the society, thercr 
were no monthly meetings established. t At this 
time, the increase of the society. and the troubies.to' 
which the members vi'cre much subjected by the 
government, induced George Fox to ■ recommend 
the establishment of monthly meetings ; there beings 
as he says, in his journal only quarterly meetings.. 
It was the peculiar design of these meetings to ad-, 
monish and exhort those who were disorderly, &c. 
But it does not appear that any discipline existed by^ 
which the monthly meetings were invested with any 
authority, other than that which experience and 
solidity gave to the members of it. 

Five of those meetings were first set up in 
London in 1666, and afterwards throughout various 
parts of England. Much opposition was made to 
these meetings, as appears from G. Fox's journal, 
but which is particularly commented upon in the 
preface to that work by William Penn. We find 
that many active, and, perhaps, influential members, 
opposed the erection of those meetings, on the 
ground of its being a direct establishment of church 

• 

* Vide Sewel's History, p. 1^8. 
t Fox's Journal, p. 390. 
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influence, from which might be justly apprehended 
too much of that unsavoury power whJch they had 
often tasted. They contended that the erection of 
such tribunals, was a deviation from the original 
design ; inasmuch as every member had been taught 
to believe, that having the principle in himself, he 
should be judged by it alone on the tribunal of his 
own hearty according to the manifestation of light 
and grace, wherewith he had been clothed. And 
that no human authority, could interfere with c o it- 
science ; whether under the pretext of spiritual or 
civil government* This doctrine, which had been 
preached by the apostles, and which Geoi^ Fox 
had no less fervently promulgated, was a feeble 
effort in the opposition to a favourite object; an ob^ 
ject, which distinguished by preeminent authority 
many of- its advocates, by investing them with 
offices of power and influence. William Penn thus: 
speaks upon this subject, "So this man of God 
had his share of suffering from' some that were con- 
vinced by him, who through prejudice or mistake; 
ran against him, as one that sought dominion over 
conscience*" Thus then we find, that though the 
Quakes had been persecuted and aggrieved for 
their dissent from the established worship, and had 
declaimed with much zeal against the formalities of 
religious government, as being innovations upon the 
rights of conscience, yet in the very midst of perse- 
cution, and having scarcely freed themselves from 
previous existing embarrassments, they adopt the 
same measures towards each other, by the introduc- 
ti<Mi of church government, and in opposition to the 
conscientious belief of many of their fellow members ! 
We will now inquire into the authority und^* 
which it was pretended to be justified : and here We 
must confess, that in the first establishment of church 
government, we do not find that any pretensions at 
all were laid to the authority of scripture, in support 
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or justification of it. Had it been so, George Fox 
would himself have given some outlines by wfajch 
it might have been recognized as emanating irom 
gospel authority,* but he does not ; and his silence 
on this subject must be considered as disclaiming 
any thing of the kind. If, therefore, the first founder 
of the Quaker sect, did not advance any testamentary 
authority ui justificatioa of the right of discipline, 
and the expediency of church government, with 
what new accession of wisdom, or more intimate 
acquaintance with the principles of Christianity, do 
his successors lay claim to the command of Christ, 
as concernbg the government of the church, on 
which they build the assumption to excommunicate? 
Where, and by what text or declaration, are we to 
understand the right of excommunication, as having 
been given by Christ or his apostles ? Is it in the 
following? " Who art thou that judge^t another 
man's servant ? To his own master he standeth or 
fklletk'* Rom. xiv, 4. Do we observe it in this ? 
" But why dost thou judge thy brother ? or why 
dost thou set at nought thy brother ? For we shall 
all stand before the judgment seat of Christ." Rom. 
xiv. 10. Or do we discover any thing like it in 
this ? '* I wrote unto the church : but Diotrephes, 
who loveth to have the preeminence among them, 
receiveth us not; Wherefore if I come, I will 
remember his deeds which he doeth, prating against 
us with malicious words ; and not content therewith, 
ncitlier doth he himself receive the brethren, and 
forbiddeth them that would, and casteth them out 
of the church.^^ John, iii. 9, 10. ** O foolish Ga- 
latians, who hath bewitched you, tliat ye should not 

* «' And the Lord opened to me what I must do, and bow 
the men's and the women's monthly and quarterly meetings 
should be ordered and established in this, and in other nationa ; 
and that I should write to those, where I came not, to do thv 
same." Fox's Journal, p. 391. 



215 

obey the truth, before whose eyes, Jesus Christ hath 
been evidently set forth crucified among you ? This 
only would I leam of you, received ye the Spirit by 
the works of the law, or by the hearing of faith ? 
Are ye so foolish ? Imving begun in the Spirit, are 
ye now made perfect by the flesh?" Paul to the Gali 
iii. 1, 2, 3. In none of the above are we able to 
discover the right of discipline, much less, of ex- 
communication ; on the contrary, it is forbidden as 
unchristian. Where then are we td seek it ? Is it 
discoverable in the writings of the four evangelists ? 
Is it recorded amoag the precepts of Christ ? No 1 
no ! It is a doctrine directly the reverse of ail Chris- 
tian doctrine, and such as Christ never promulgated* 

If no other evidence could be gathered from the 
New Testament than recorded in the 13th chapter 
of Matthew, verses 24, 25, 26, 27^ 28, 29, 30, 
wherein is exemplified, by the parable of the tares 
and the wheat, the charitable and forbearing tetn^ 
per of Christianity, we apprehend th^t no clsdm 
could be laid by any society of Christians, to th6^ 
right of excommunicating, without violating the 
fundamental principles of this pure and holy reli- 
gion* The interpretation given by our Lord to this 
parable, though sufficiently clear in itself, puts att 
pretence to construction beyond the possibility of 
mistake. 

Again, Chap. 7, verses 1 and 2, ** Judge noti 
that ye be not judged : For with what judgment 
ye ju^e, ye shall be judged: and with what mea- 
sure ye mete, it shall be measured to you again." 

How then, after having judged and executed 
judgment upon our brother, can we lift up our 
hands in supplication to the Almighty, and say with 
Christ, in the language in which he taught us to 
pray: " Forgive us our debts, as we forgive our 
debtorsj^^ when our conduct necessarily excludes 
the fi^rgiveness fiar which we supplicate, and ren* 
ders condemnation in its stead? 
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How truly applicable to such, is tlie parable of 
'' A certain king, which would take account of his 
servants. And when he had begun to reckon, one 
was brought unto him, which owed him ten thou- 
sand talents: But forasmuch as lie had not to pay, 
his lord commanded him to be sold, and his wife 
and children, and all that he had, and payme;^t to be 
made. The servant therefore fell . down and wor- 
shipped him, saying, *4-i0rd have patience with me, 
and I will pay thee all. . Then the lord of that ser- 
vant was moved with compassion, and loosed him, 
and forgave him the debt. — ^But the same servant 
went out and found one of his fellow servants which 
owed him a hundred pence; and he l^d hands on 
him, and took him by the ;throat, saying, Fay me 
that thou owest. And his fellow servant fell down 
at his feet, and besought him, saying, Have patience 
with me, and I will pay thee all. And he would 
not, but went and cast him into prison, till he. should 
pay the debt. So when his fellow servants saw what 
was done, they were very sorry, and came :and told 
unto their lord all that was done. Then his lord, 
after that he had called him, said unto him, O thou 
wicked servant, I forgave thee all that debt, because 
tliou desiredst me: shouldst not thou also have had 
compassion on thy fellow servant, even as I had pity 
on thee? And his lord was wroth, and delivered 
him to the tormentors, till he should pay all that was 
due unto him.'' 

Christ has, therefore, by the most energetick 
language, expressly commanded ail that profess his 
name, to love one anotlier; and to this end he has 
spared neither precept nor practice, as an incitement 
to his followers. Whence then do we infer the 
right of discipline, and with it the right to excom- 
municate? 

If discipline, as a moral restraint, be necessar)' 
among the members of a religious society, let it 
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appear upon fair and honourable' ground. Let the 
authority by which it is justified be made evident. 
But if in the will, and by the traditions, of men, we 
attempt to teach for doctrines^ the commandments of 
men, it is time that investigation should discover 
the deceit, and free the divine religion of Christian- 
ity from its greatest enemy. 

The following passage is quoted by the Quaker 
society, as the ground of all their discipline,* and 
on it; they have erected a fabrick, which tlicy call by 
various titles, under one common head. Thus tlieii 
they make the following declaration subservient to 
the views of power, ambition, and prejudice, under 
the pretence, that as Christ gave forth this funda- 
mental rule, all. others emanating from it are presupr 
posed and necessarily included- " Moreover, if thi/ 
brother shall trespass against thee^ go and tell him his 
fault between thee aiid him alone > if he shall hear 
M(?^, thou hast gained: thy brother. But if he will 
not hear thee^ then take with thee^ one or two more, 
that in the mouth. of two or three- witnesses, every 
word may be established. And if he shall neglect 
to hear them, tell it unto the church : but if he ne- 
glect to hear the church, let him be unto thee, as 

* Notwjthstantling the pretensions of the Quaker society 
to divine authority, in the establishment of discipline ; not- 
withstanding their pretension to be guided by the infallible 
spirit of truth, in the formation of it, they do themselves tes- 
tify by their conduct) to its fallible and corrupted nature, which 
would not be, were their prtrtcnsions well founded. 

Fir^t^ It is subject to alteratioiis, amendments, and ^ddi* 
tions. It is sometimes acted on for many years, and receives 
in due cotirse many alterations and additions. It is then abol- 
ished altogether, and a new one framtil ; which undergoes the 
same improvements, and is again abolished. 

The former IBook of Dii^cipline existed about ten yeai's^ 
The present Book was framed only four years ago. 

Secondly, k is kept by its admi^istratorst and, though 
printed, is not suffered to be circulated amongst the members 
^nerally. . ?' T/ir fre^ ?> hfoivn bv ita frrntfi.*' 

Ff 
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an heathen man and a publican. Mat. xviiL 15, 1$^ 

17. 

H£R£ then we have the groundwork of Quakor 
discipline. How far their application of the text is 
consistent with the letter and the spirit ol it, remains 
to be investigated. 

In order to this, I will here state the constnictiqii 
of the above text, as adopted and practised umver- 
sally by the Quaker society. 

In case a member is complained of, the discipliiie 
directs the complaining member to use his own 
exertions towards effecting a reconciliation. If this 
fiiils, he is at liberty to call on the overseers of the 
monthly meeting, to represent the iactto them^ and 
they in a meeting capacity call upon the party accu* 
"sed. If this fails, the overseers represent it to the 
meeting, and a <;ommittee from the meeting proceed 
for the same purpose. If this fails, the member 
complained of is excommunicated from mem« 
BERSHiP IN THE SOCIETY, and cotmot be again 
admitted^ UJitil he makes an ackncnvledgment 4^ his 
error. And thus in all other cases. 

Now this method, and the consequences result^ 
ing therefrom, is obviously changing the ground. 
The church becomes the party^ and, taking upon 
herself, the authority thus delegated to the individual 
complaining, proceeds to excommunicate the mem- 
ber complained against, without considering the 
un\varrantable power she thereby assumes, in con- 
travention of the fundamental rule, laid down, not 
!)y an individual, or individuals of that society, but 
by Jesus Christ, the great head of the Christian 
church, whose precepts she acknowledges, and 
whose doctrines she professes to follow ! 

1 HAVE already shown, that the spirit of Chris- 
tianilj', is love and forbearance, and by its own na- 
ture opposed to forms and ceremonies, in which 
originate those principles, so subversive of charity. 
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meekness, and patience, the essence of Christianity. 
Principles which have introduced into their stead, 
the commandments of men, called discipline, k 
cannot, therefore, be according to the Spirit, that the 
right' to excommunicate is constructively drawn 
from the text ; neither is it by the mere miscon- 
struction of any particular word or sentence alone, 
j>y which this error is admitted. For w« find that 
the society have correcdy quoted it, and on that 
quotation add their own sense of the presumptive 
meaning and intent of the text, against the authority 
of all the gospel writings, and the clearest deductions 
of evidence incontrovertible, as well as the letter of 
the text ; and this has continued for a century, to the 
manifest injustice of many . thousand individuals, 
who were valuable men^rs of society, bpt wha 
have been cut off from the immunities •of religious 
membership, not by any immoral act -of (hear own«- 
or contrary to the laws of the government, but by 
the nature of discipline founded in ^rror and in 
injustice. 

I SAY then, there is no authority for a spiritual 
interpretation of the above passage in relation to 
offences ; nor does the letter i>f the text at all war- 
rant the right to excommunicate, because no such 
liberty is granted* It cannot be supposed that in mat- 
ters of momentous importance to his church, Christ 
would have been deficient, or obscure in deliveripg 
doctrines, on which rested the justification of the 
church in the method of discipline; or that he 
should so far neglect her welfare, as to leave her 
unguarded ; where, therefore, he hath been silent, 
there I apprehend nothing. 

But as regards this rule, on which the Quakers 
found the right of disownment, he seems to have 
viewed the necessity of excluding an evil so preg- 
nant with dangerous consequences, and as though 
in anticipation, he imparts to his church hjis senti- 
ments on so important a subject. 
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He explicitly tells the oflfended, the mode 6f 
obtiining redress ; but if from circumstances, wheth- 
er his own exorbitant disposition, or the obstinacy 
of his ofiending brother, he is unable to obtain satis- 
faction, he must continue to bear a lesser evil to 
enjoy a greater good. " Let him be unto thee (not 
to the church) as a heathen man, and a publican ;" 
that is, thou art at liberty to disclaim all connexion 
with hin), and though he may speak against, and 
evil entreat, thee, yet thou hast done thy duty, and 
Ivist the approbation of \hy own conscience. 

For a society, a combination of individuals (the 
church) to vest in themselves, a power, belonging, of 
right, to only one individual, and to strain and extort 
the language of the text, in support of the assump- 
tion, is a logick inadmissible, because untrue. 

The whole tenor of the gospel dispensation, and 
the mission of its Divine Author, breathe peace on 
earth and good will to men. How then can nnen 
(especially the highest professors in tlie Christian 
school) under evidence so indubitable, in opposition 
to the sense of language, and the general character 
of Christ, conspire to pervert, and twist to their 
puq^oses, a declaration made with the express de- 
sign of preventing a misapplication of his doctrines. 
Having p^iven some general outlines of the 
origin of the Quaker society, and the institution of 
their discipline, I now turn to the meeting foe 
SUFFERINGS, as being the grand confederation or 
concentrated power of the society ; the consideration 
of which, will, perhaps, excite considerable interest 
in the publick mind. 

In the year 1709, the yearly meeting for Penn- 
sylvania and New Jersey first adopted the plan of 
taking cognizance of die sufferings of their members 
for military services, &c. It was at that time agreed 
that the several quarterly meetings, composing the 
yearly meeting, should " bring in an account of all 
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sufferings that have been, or may happen amongst 
them, &c. that it may be done yearly ; unto which,' 
the meeting agrees and recommends the care there- 
of to the respective quarterly meetings." 

From this time, until the year 1755, there does 
not appear to be any report made on the occasion. 
But in this year, a proposal was laid before the 
yearly meeting, by which twelve members were 
appointed to constitute a committee on the subject 
of " sufferings;" and it was recommended to' 
the several quarterly meetings, that four membeis 
should be appointed by each, who, in a coUectife 
capacity should constitute a meethig for suffering^. 

In the year 1757, the meeting for sufferuigs 
reported to the yearly meeting ; and it Mras agreed 
that they should be continued, as the proper reprt- 
sentatives of the society, to act in its behalf as neces- 
sity might require. 

Here then we find the origin of the meeting for 
sufferings, and the object of the association, wWch 
contini^es to the present day. We will now pro- 
ceed to examine the general character and merits of 
this institution. 

The term " sufferings^^^ by which this body is 
distinguished, implies a degree of oppression and 
persecution, which may be supposed to prevail as 
the cause of the association. But as the members 
of that society, enjoy in common with their coun- 
trjmen the blessings of a wise and liberal govern- 
ment, where neither oppression nor tyranny, whether 
civil or religious, can possibly exist (except in the 
administration of that society) it becomes a matter 
of importance well worth investigation, to know the 
principles and policy of an institution, which, under 
a republican government, assumes a name so re- 
proachful to the liberal principles of republican 
legislation I With this view, I shall endeavour to 
examine the merits of it 
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In the formation of the meeting for sufierinjp, 
the yearly meeting sends twelve members as their 
representatives ; and each quarterly meeting, belong'* 
ing to the yearly meeting, sends four members. 
The members thus selected are nominated by com^ 
mittees, and the body of the society have no Choice 
by vote ; uU business being concluded by the influ- 
ential members only. And in all appointments to 
office, whether in the yearly, quarterly, or monthly 
meeting, tlie same mode is universally practised. 

Th£R£ being a meeting of ministers and elders, 
many of the members of which, are also members, 
of the meeting for sufferings; of course, the infiu- 
cncfc of the latter is greatly increased and pervades 
throughout every branch of the society. 

The following is the order of representation to 
this meeting: 

Jfi, ofid near th^ city qfPfdlada, 7 „ mtnnhjt ' 

according to the original desigji 3 
* Phkbdelphia 4 : 

Abmgton 4 - 

Mucks 4 

. Xyster . . 4 

Western 4 

Southern^ comprizing Delaware \ ^ 

and part of Maryland 3 
Bvrlir^ton 4"! 

Haddonjield 4 [JbrNew 

Salem 4t j Jersey^ 

Shrewsberry and Rakxvay 4j 

consisting of fifty -tivo members, selected from 
cac!\ of the quarterly meetings above mentioned, 
within the jurisdiction of the yearly meeting of 
Philadelphia. 

Th e influence of so considerable a representation 
must undoubtedly be great. They not only regulate 
the affairs of the yearly meeting in comnion with the 
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other members; but collectively, by the hifiuence 
of their situations, they digest and arrange matter* 
previously, by which, when we consider that weight 
and influence govern their proceedings, their own 
plans are carried into effect! Acting in all these 
capacities, the meeting for sufierings, b to be con** 
sidered as representing the religious and temporal 
rights of the society. 

All the members of this body are chosen for 
an indefinite period ; and many instances occur, of 
membership continuing for twenty, thirty, and forty 
years! by which means they become familiarized 
in their office, to the great danger of the religious 
community, whom they represent, and to the coni^ 
munity at large. 

It is a principle admitted by civilians, that the 
long exercise of an office, creates an independency 
in Ae officer, and is liable to introduce tyranny, so 
destructive of the liberties of those over whom the 
authority is exercised. Hence the necessity of fre- 
quent changes in the administration of government, 
to preserve due subordination and dependance in 
its various branches, for the good of the whole. 

All offices, therefore, which are beyond the 
control of general authority, are founded upon 
dangerous principles, and cannot but be desti uctive of 
the liberties of the subject. 

And, when we consider, that in addition to the 
temporal rights of citizens, their religious freedom 
also depends upon the disposition and control of an 
independent aristocracy, it cannot but be admitted 
that the danger is still greater, and more destructive 
of the liberties of the subject, than that emanating 
from the temporal only. 

Thus then the very nature of the meeting for 
sufferings J is of necessity dangerous to the members -■ 
over whom their jurisdiction extends! But not only 
the nature of it, the. principles wjiich characterize jlti^ 
are equally so. 
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Is there any publick act to be done by .the soci- 
ety ? The meeting for sufferings frequently antici- 
pate the sentiments and monopolize the privileges of 
the members by a premature decision ! Is tlie disci- 
pline to be revised and corrected ? The meeting for 
sufferings canvass the matter ampngst themselves ; 
and as their opinion is, so is their influence in a pri- 
vate capacity ! In fine : Is any thing of importance 
to be iransa.cted in relation to the society? The 
meeting for sufferings^ assuming its accustomed 
preeminence, can eitiier suppress it altogether, or 
cany it in opposition to the majority ! And this can- 
not but continue, so long as influe][ice is suffered to* 
preponderate ; which the voices of a thousand would 
not equipoise ! 

Wfi have in evidence, authorities, which show, 
that the dangerous principles of this combination 
have appeared. 

So early as in the year 1775, the meeting, for 
sufferings^ acting as the representatives of the Qua* 
ker society, not content with that neutrality which 
their profession and principles impose, proceeded to 
considerable lengths, in making opposition to the. 
principles of the revolution, by issuing the following 
paper to the members of the society : 



" The testimony of the people called Quakers ^ giv,en 
forth by a meeting of the representatives of said 
people y in Pennsylvania and New Jersey^ held at 
Philadelphia the "lA^th day of the \st mo. 1775. 

" HAVING considered with real sorrow, the. 
unhappy contest between the legislature of Great 
Britain and the people of these colonies, and the ani- 
mosities consequent thereon ; we have by repeated 
publick advices and private admonitions, used our. 
endeavours to dissuade the members of our religious 
society from joining with the publick resolutions 
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promoted and entered intp by some of the people, 
which as we apprehended, so we now. find have in** 
creased contention, and produced great discord and 
confusion* 

" The divine principle of grace and truth which 
we profess, leads all who attend to its dictates, to de« 
mean themselves as peace^le subjects, and to dis* 
countenance and avoid every measure tending to 
excite disaffection to the king, as supreme magis- 
trate, or to the legal authority of his government ; 
to which purpose many of the late political writings 
and addresses to the people appearing to be calcuk'^ 
ted, we are led by a sense of duty to declare . our 
entire disapprobation of them — ^their spirit and tem- 
per being not only contrary to the nature and precepts 
of the gospel^ but destructive of the peace and W- 
mony of civU society, disqualify men in these time9 
of difficulty, for the wise and judicious consideration 
and promoting of such measures as would be most 
effectual for reconciling differences, or obtaining the 
redress of grievances. 

"From our past experience of the clemeoicy of 
the king and his royal ancestors, we have grounds 
to hope and believe, that decent and respectful ad4 
dresses from those who are vested with legal author- 
ity, representing the prevailing dissatisfactions and 
the cause of them, would avail towards obtaining 
relief, ascertaining and establishing the just rights of 
the people an^d restoring the publick tranquillity; 
and we deeply lament that contrary modes of pro- 
ceeding have been pursued, which have involved 
the colonies in confusion, appear likely to produce 
violence and bloodshed, and threaten the subversion 
of the constitutional government, and of that liberty 
of conscience, for the enjoyment of which, our an- 
cestors were induced to encounter the manifold dan- 
gers and difficulties of crossing the seas, and of set- 
tiing in the wilderness. 

Gg 
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" We arc, therefore, incited by a sincere con- 
cern for the peace and welfare of our country ^ pub- 
lickly to declare against every usurpation of power 
and authority, in opposition to the laws and govern- 
ment, and against all combinations, insurrections, 
conspiracies, and illegal assemblies: and as we are 
restrained from them by the conscientious discharge 
of our duty to almighty God, * by whom kings 
reign, and princes decree justice,' we hope through 
his assistance and favour, to be enabled to maintain 
our testimony against any requisitions which may 
be made of us, inconsistent with our religious prin- 
ciples, and the fidelity wc owe to the king and his 
government, as by law established; earnestly de- 
siring the restoration of that harmony and concord 
which have heretofore united the people of these 
provinces, and been attended by the divine blessing 
on their labours. 
." Signed in, and oti behalf of the said meetings 

" JAMES PEMBERTON, clerk at this time.'' 

THE interference of a religious society in this 
way, must appear evidently calculated to excite 
jealousy in the government ; and had they not had 
some special friends, (Gen. Thomas MifBin, Gen. 
John Cadwallader, Gen. John Dickinson, and others) 
"who were brought up in, and severally connected 
with the society, and who acted as their friends to 
moderate parties, tliey would, perhaps, have severely 
suffered for it. 

But, they did not rest here: the society still 
opposed the iVmerican government even after its 
establishment bv the confederation of the States. 

Discipline was made to disown any member 
who should obey the call of the government, by 
giving his allegiance to its authority : and in conse- 
quence many members of the first respectability and 
talents, who plead the rights of conscience as justly 
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as the composers of this obnoxious discipline, were 
excommunicated as unworthy of fellowship ! And, 
it is here proper to remark, that by the constitution 
of the discipline, they cannot become members, 
without condemning the act for which they were 
disowned, though the condemnation would be the 
revocation of their fealty ! 

It would very naturally be supposed, that a reli- 
gious society, making profession to the extent which 
the Quakers do, would " submit to every ordinance 
of man for the Lord's sake,*' &c. Sec. ; but the con- 
trary is sorrowfully obvious* 

Soon after the adoption of the federal constitu- 
tion, the Quaker society made* disciplme, by which 
any member who dealt in government securities, 
was subject to disownment ; and though this dis- 
cipline was a flagrant violation of the rights of 
citizenship, it was acted upon a short time, and then 
abolished. 

Many other instances clearly discovering the 
tyrannical and disorganizing principles of this asso- 
ciation might be adduced; but we will seek no 
higher evidence in this particular, than is discovera- 
ble in the late action between John Evans and the 
overseers and others of that societj% in Philadelphia. 
The meeting for sufferings ^ on behalf of the society, 
canie forward in support of the defendants, in an ac- 
tion of trespass and assault and battery. In this 
case, they assumed to themselves the right of de- 
fendants as the representatives of the Quaker society, 
though it was an action I^etween private persons, in 
which the society could not by any legal construc- 
tion become implicated. By thus advancing their 
aid, and exciting the interests of their religious 
community, the plaintiff's cause was made to as- 
sume an importance which the nature of it did not 
warrant, as being an action against the whole of the 
society, in the persons of the real defendants. Thus 
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the influence of this association becomea auxiliary- 
to the designs of the meeting, in their attempts upon 
the rights of an individual ; by which no member is 
free from the impositions of their spiritual authority. 
Nor is the house any longer the castle, when its 
owner is enslaved, by the preponderating influence 
ofanecclesiasdcal tribunal! And though aggrieved 
and injured, he cannot obtain redress, but by con- 
tending against tlie whole of the society, who, stim- 
ulated by die meeting for sufierings, pursue the hue 
and crtfy with unparalleled malignancy f 

The committee appointed by the meeting for 
sufferijigs^ on this case, were active characters in the 
society : They were selected for their known perse- 
verance in business of this nature. The xoftuencc 
of this committee, .acting* as the representatives of 
the society, joined to the influence of the real de« 
fendants, was an almost insurmountable obstacle to 
the rights of the plaintiff. We speak of their influ- 
ence, because that alone was recognized* The 
secrecy in which they veiled themsdires from the 
knowledge of the plaintiff, was truly oharacteristick 
of the general conduct of the society. 

The plaintiff was an old citizen, well knovm to 
the committee, and it would have been no disparage- 
ment to their office or character, to have inSformed 
Mm of their appointment; but the committee, secre- 
ting themjselves behind the scenes, disdained to avow 
themselves openly, that by secrecy, the wca|X)n of 
tynmts, they might strike a more fatal blow. One 
of the witucbses, Samuel Powell Griffitts, a mem- 
ber of the same body, declared on his solemn affir- 
mation, before the court, that he did not know of 
the case having ever been introduced into the meet- 
ing for sufferings, though the committee had been 
appointed several years, which shows the secret 
manner in which this business was conducted. 

Thus combining the interests of the defendants 
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and the whole society, what w^re the feeWe exer- 
tions of an mdividual, in competition with the skill 
and power of the defendants and their auxiliaries? 
What were the grievances of a plaintiff which could 
arraign so many hundred members of a religious 
society? 

Th E secrecy in which the business of the meet- 
ing for sufierings is conducted is such, that although 
they give a summary statement of their proceedings 
to the yearly meeting, the members of the society 
in general are not acquainted with particulars. And 
in the late action, it is probable, that as the business 
was not placed on their minutes, it was not intended 
to report to the yearly meethig. 

Thesle are five meetings for sufferings in Ame- 
rica, ta wit: one in New England; one in New York; 
one in Philadelphia; one in Maryland, held at Balti- 
more; and one ill Virginia, comprehending the 
southern states. When we reflect that those meet- 
ings for sufferings hold correspondence mth each 
other, and with subjects of foreign goverritnents; 
and the tendency of a combination of such magni- 
tude, both at home and abroad, we have ground to 
question the legality of their e Jcistence : and as their 
influence is not confined to mere spiritual authority, 
but interferes with the temporal ri^ts of their mem- 
bers, by contributing, in a collective capacity, to 
impose restraints upon them, we have good ground 
to apprehend the baneful effects of this ecclesiastical 
preeminence upon the minds of the citizens. I say, 
considermg the meeting for sufferings in the abstract, 
it becomes an important inquiry, how far it may be 
prejudicial to the government, and whether the 
nature and constitution of this association are not 
subversive of the temporal rights of the community 
at large. 

We can give examples of members of that 
:6ocxety being disowned for serving in the general and 
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«tatc governments. Has not this a tendency to.check 
the sinews of a republican government, by impo-' 
sing restraints upon their members, and depriving 
tliem of the right to participate in the common pri- 
vileges of citizens ? We have an instance exemjdi. 
fied in the preceding Narrative, of tl\e opposition 
of the society to the ri^ts of an assignee, and the 
penalty of exercising them ! Does the society labour 
to extinguish civil government, and to introduce 
barbarism and savage ferocity? 

GcoBcTE Keith was not less zealous in his 
opposition to legitimate autliority, and was distin^^ 
guished for some of the principles which distinguish 
many of the leaders . of the society in the present 
day, though . for the professions he made he was 
severely reprobated by his brethren, , and finally 
.disowned! ! 

If therefore in the time of William Penn, it was 
an incumbent duty to perform every service to the 
government, why is it now become a duty to with- 
hold our services? Have Quakers no. civil rights? 
Or is it because the government has changed, that 
as tliey cannot l>e supreme in every thing, they will 
make opposition to its exercise in ail? 

I HESITATE not to say , that tlie principles of 
William Penn, Robert Barclay, and other distin- 
guished Quakers of former times, would not now 
be ortliodox. — William Penn was governor and 
captain general of the province of Pennsylvania. — 
Robert Barclay was chosen governor of New Jersey 
for life. Both of them were men eminent for their 
publick virtue, as well as spiritual knowledge; and 
yet neither of them were too wise or too virtuous to 
sacrifice their civil lights, as being incompatible with 
their religious profession. 

The principles of modem Quakers revolt at that 
liberality which characterized their ancestors. They 
.would rule collectively^ but not in common with 
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others! And as they cannot be the masters, they 
refuse submission themselves, and deny to their 
members the right of private citizens! 

To such unwarrantable lengths do they carry 
their aversion to what they call the spirit of the 
worlds that in order to keep up a distinction, they 
act upon.national questions in a society capacity, that 
they may not be confounded with the world. 

Thus in the fall of the year 1807, the represen- 
tatives of the Quaker society (the meeting for suffer- 
ings) on behalf of the yearly meeting of Baltimore 
presented an address to president Jefferson. * We con- 
tend not against the merits of this address. It is the 
principle only from which emanated this proceeding, 
which we reprobate. If religious societies were to 
come forward in a collective capacity, (especially 
when great national questions are ^depending) the 
consequences might be hazardous to the peace of 
community. Politicks we know, agitate parties ; and 
when the same principles are assumed by congrega- 
tions, they naust act with greater force and be more 
dangerous in their tendency. 

We will now give some evidence of the spiritual 
importance of George Fox, the founder of the Qua- 
ker sect, that the violent temper of the modern 
Quakers may be estimated in proportion to the 
accession of power and iilfluence since that period. 
We give it principally as a specimen of their existing 
character and principles ; and we apprehend it may 
be useful to some members of th^society^ who in 
the importance of self-approbation, may learn from 
this epistle the true characteristicks of themselves ! 

Extract from George Fox*s Journal^ p. 88. 

" THE WORD OF THE LoRD to thcc O Lam- 
pit ! a deceiver^ surfeited and drunk with the earthljV 
spirit, rambling up and down in the scriptures, and 
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blending thy spirk ivith the s»nts' coiidition^; who 
hadst a prophecy as thy father Baalam had, but art 
erred from it as thy father did. One whose fruit 
hath withered (of which, I am a witness) and many 
who have known thy fruit have seen the end of if^ 
that it is ''withered ; and do see where thou art, in 
the bUnd world, a blind leader of the blind ; as a 
beast waUowing and tumbling in the earth, and in the 
lust; one that is erred from the spirit of the Lord^ 
of old ordained to condemnation. Thou art in the 
seat of the pharisees, art called of men master, 
standest praying in the synagogues, and hast the 
chief seat in the assemblies; a right hypocrite in the 
steps of the pharisees, and in the way of thy fathers, 
the hypocritesj which our Lord Jesus Christ cried 
woe against* Such widi the light thou art seen to 
be, and by tibe light art comprehended, which is thy 
condemnation, who hatest it, and will be so etemaliy^ 
except thou repent. To thee is the word isw 
God, for in Clu*ist's way thou art not, but in the way 
of the pharisees, as thou mayst read, Matt, xxiii 
Ml that own Chris fs words may see thee there. Chrisb 
who died at Jerusalem, cried woe against such as 
thou art; and Christ is the same yesterday, today ^ 
and forever. The woe remains upon thee, and 
from under it thou canst never come^ but through 
judgment, condenmation, and true repentance. To 

.THEE THIS IS THE WORD OF GoD. To tiiat God 

in thy conscience I speak, which will witness the 
truth of what I write, and will condemn thee. fFhen 
thou art in thy torment, though now thou swellest in 
thy vanity^ and Kvest in wickedness, remember^ 
thou wast warned in thy lifetime. When the eternal 
condemnation is stretched over thee, thou shalt witness 
this to be the word of the Lord God unto thee; and 
if ever thine eye ^ould see repentance, thou wilt 
"fitness me to have been a .friend of thv 
soul! 

(Signed) G. F. 
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As has been already stated in the Narrative, p. 
S2y there are several publications in relation to the 
Quaker society, which show, that in England, as 
well as in America, the members of that societv 
are enslaved by the intolerance of church discipline. 

The justly celebrated Dr, John Fothergill, a 
great friend to the United States and a useful mem- 
ber of the Quaker society, and who was not less 
conspicuous for his medical talents, than his private 
virtues, was involved in difficulty with bis brethren 
in religious profess^n, as appears from the history 
of his life, by John Elliott, M. D. prefixed to his 
works. 

- " To pass through life perfectly free from censure 
is the lot of few. Perhaps no man ever deserved it 
less than Dr. Fothergill; but an unfortunate dispute 
with a person of his own religious persuasion expo, 
sed him to the ill-natured reflections of many of his 
own sect, as well as of the publick at large. We 
shall easily make it appear that this obloquy was 
perfectiy unmerited on the side of our authour. — 
The circumstances alluded to were as follow : In 
the year 1766, one Samuel Leeds, an illiterate per- 
son, who liad been brought up to the trade of a 
brusfamaker, was admitted by Uie university of 
Edinburgh to the degree of Doctor of Physick ; 
and on his coming to London soon afterwards, being 
espoused by several leading persons, amongst tlie 
Quakers, was chosen Physician to the London Hos- 
pital. Soon after his election, one of his colleagues, 
in a conversation with Dr. Fothergill, happening to 
mention Leed's success, the Doctor replied, " Take 
care that he does no mischief." It was not long 
before Leeds gave sufficient marks of his ignorance 
to alarm the governors; and what had dropped from 
so respectable a person as Dr. Fothergill might, per- 
haps, not a little tend to convince them of their pre- 

Hh 
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uii)ituncy in electing a physician to their hospital, so 
unqualified for the duties of it. They therefore 
made a resolution, '' that no physician should con- 
tinue to officiate in that hospital, who had not passed 
an examination at the College of Physicians." Dr. 
Leeds now saw himself reduced to the. neces- 
sity of cither resigning his post in the hospital, or 
of prcseniing himself to the college : he determi- 
ned to adopt the latter alternative, was examined and 
rejected. The Censors, with great candour, had 
advised him to postpone his examination another 
year, if he thought himself not sufficiently prepared, 
but he would not listen to their advice. The ex- 
pression that had escaped our authour, with regard 
to this unfortunate person, having come to his know- 
ledge, he made it the foundation of an accusation 
which was brought before his own society. These 
inoil'ensive people, who are averse to the litigious 
proceedings that vex and ruin so many of their fel- 
low-citizens, referred the charge, after their usual 
manner, to a certain number of arbitrators. Five 
persons were appointed for this purpose, and three 
of the number aw'arded 500/. damages to Dr. Leeds, 
after refusing to hear Dr. Fothergill's principal evi- 
dence. I'he two other arbitrators, with great pro- 
priety, protested against the award; and after much 
altercation in the society, Dr. Leeds moved the 
court of king's bench to show cause why the rule 
for the recovery of die damages should not be made 
absolute. Lord Mansfield, after hearing the evidence 
and counsel on the part of Dr. Leeds, refused tc^ 
hear Dr. Fothergill's counsel; because, he observed, 
the evidence on llie part of Dr. Leeds's arbitrators 
\vas sufficient to prove the illegality and injustice of 
their own award : the learned and noble judge fur- 
ther added, that Dr. Fothergill did no more than his 
duty, in saying what he was charged with; and that 
he would not have acted as an honest man, had he 
said less. This he illustrated by a facetious story, in 
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which he had himself acted a similar part with a dis- 
carded servant. 

"Among other services which Dr. Fothergill 
rendered the publick, one of the most important to 
the present as well as to future times, was the 
establishment of the seminary at Ackworth, in York- 
shire, of which he was the original projector, and to 
which he was a considerable benefactor." 

It is only necessary to observe here, respecting 
this subject, that the truly respectable and pious 
William Rathbone, lately deceased, of the house of 
Rathbone, Hughes, and Duncan, merchants of 
Liverpool, was disownied by the society for publishing 
a book in relation to certain proceedings in Ireland ; 
styled, *' A Narrative of Events, &c.*' And though 
in his case there was no lack of persecution and in- 
justice, yet a long letter written by him in his de^ 
fence, containing 54 pages in the printed memoirs, 
was read in the monthly meeting. Even this right 
is, however, denied in Philadelphia. In London, 
about twelve or fourteen years ago, during a time 
of great scarcity of grain, the Quakers were charged 
with the monopoly of that article. Publick indig- 
nation rose to such a height, that Quakers were 
apprehensive of danger in wsdking the streets. 
This induced them to publish a vindication of their 
conduct.*^. 

This with various publications respecting them 
in Europe (see page 82) excited considerable preju- 
dice against the society, and may be accounted one 
reason of the publication of a late work by Thomas 
Clarkson, intitled, '' A Portraiture of Quakerism, 
&c."t In this book much labour is bestowed to 

* This information was derived fiom David Bacon, soon 
after his rctum fi*om London, to which place he accompanied 
Nicholas \Valn, on a religions visit. 

t In the course of the author's lucubrations, he has been 
led to attiibute the reform in the Philadelph||i prison to the 
influence and exertions of the Quaker society as principles. 
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io away impressions unfavourable to the general 
character and principles of the socictj' ; and as it 
appears that the author had free access to the docu- 
ments and authorities requisite to constitute his 
panegyrick, it is not improbable, that some particular 
aid was afforded him on the occasion. We are wU-» 
ling, however, to allow him all the credit which he 
can possibly derive from it; and are by no* means 
so illiberal, as to hazard any conjectures of the sup- 
posed authors ! 

The narrator having closed his observations on 
the various subjects of this appendix, retires from 
the toils of authorship. 

He has not been actuated by censorious motives, 
nor has he aimed at the religious faith of the society. 
Had these been the governing principles of his con- 
duct, he would not have droj^ed the pen, until he 
had analyzed them minutely both in character and 
conduct. He has forbore to quote from various 
authors, to support his positions. Gutlierie and 
Hume he has not cited; nor have the disquisitions 
of authors out of the society been at all consuhed^ 
Nay, though some recent decisions in our courts, of 
similar cases, would have operated in his fovour, he 
has not availed himself of the opinions of the judges, 
or the verdicts of the juries, to enforce the propriety 
of his prosecution against the defendants. — Oellers 

No doubt the author was so infonned. We do not question 
his veracity. But we are constrainc^d lo state, that though 
many of the meriibers ol that society were active in this par- 
ticuhir, yet others of various religious denominations were 
equally so. Those of the tatter chiss, are, Dr. Benjanun 
rrankiin ; General Thomas Mifflin, at that time president of the 
executive council, afterwards governor of Pennsylvania ; bishop 
White, president of the [)t*i*>on society from its orij^in ; Thomas 
M'Kean. then chief juisiice of the stale of Pennsylvania, after- 
wards j^overnor ; Benjamin Rush, M. D. ; WlMiam Bra,d|brd, 
Esq., attorney gcncrtJ of the state ; William Rogers, D. D. j 
John Connelly, £sqi aitd many others. 
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against bishop Carroll, for excommunication, &c., 
tried before judge M^Kean ; and a somewhat similar 
action brought by John Stock against the German 
corporation. — In both these cases, are many material 
points, which would much illustrate the present 
cause, yet he has not cited them on this occasion. 

Impressed with the belief that his exertions 
will be beneficial to the community, he congratulates 
himself on the probable emancipation of many thou- 
sands of his late fellow members from that slavery, 
into which they have latterly been pressed by the 
discipline. He has himself suffered from the impo- 
sitions of its authority, and can truly sympathize 
Avith those who are still under its operation ! 

He knows full well the manner and method of 
the general transactions of that society. Many mem-^ 
bers do not attend meetings of business ; and others 
who do, have no participation in their measures, and 
are mere nullities ; the business being transacted by 
the aristocracy ! 

Brought up and educated in the Quaker soci-* 
ety, it was not a light matter which could induce 
him to hazard the tranquillity due to his advanced 
years, by launching into controversies of this nature: 
' But when the intollerance of church influence in- 
vades his civil rights, he could submit no longer. 
It became his duty to himself and fellow citizens 
civilly -and religiously to oppose, and endeavour to 
put a period to the rapid strides of ecclesiastical pre- 
eminence so destructive of the liberty of the citizen ! 

His wish was not to irritate tlie society, nor to 
excite the ridicule of the censorious; but that it 
may lead to an investigation amongst themselves ; 
and should a less rigid adherence to the letter of dis» 
cipline, and a more intimate acquaintance with the 
spirit of Christianity, love and charity ^ be the result, 
his object is attained. 

Many of the members of that society he highly 
esteems^ and he sincerely hopes, tliat the unhappy 
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controversy which gave rise to this publicadon, may 
not terminate all friendship heretofore subsisting be- 
tween him and them. 

He can only say, that no circumstances can alter 
his regard, or disjoin them from his affections. 



FINIS. 



ADVERTISEMENT. 

Since the foregoing Nurative was put to Press, we 
have perused the Report of the Trial, &c. just pub- 
fished by Joseph R. Hopkins, Esq. We observe, 
that the speech of William Lewis, Esq., one of the 
defendants' counsel, is much curtailed; and the 
severe strictures made by him on the plaintiff are 
mostly omitted. 

The impressions they made upon the audience 
must however remain; and it is therefore we notice 
the attempt to extenuate by the omission of them. 



Tab/e of Errata. 

Page 13, second line from the bottom, for to me by^ 

read by me to. 
Page 27, ninth line from the bottom, for possesshtgy 

read professing. 
Page 30, third line from the top, for in the overseers, 

read oj* the overseers. 
Page 107, second line from bottom, for descriptiony 

read deposition* 
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